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ABSTRACT 

This study identifies some of the change variables 
related to the instittttionalizatlon of the organizational component 
of the multiunit elementary school (HUS-E) and begins to identify 
some of the elements of change implicitly involved in the successful 
institationalization of educational change in general. The study is 
based on data from five guestlonniires distributed to a selected 
national sample of over 2,000 unit teachers, unit leaders, 
principals, district coordinators, and superintendents in multiunit 
schools and school districts. Factor analysis was ased to identify 
those change variables that clustered together to form distinct 
factors affecting Institutionalization. The key variables identified 
related to open and supportive environments, user attitudes, user's, 
cost-benefit decision, the use of open communication channels, 
supportive services and resources, and flexibility of the change 
process, item and multiple regression analysis vere used together to 
Identify those global change variables that directly related to the 
institutionalization of HOS-E. Important variables of change veret 
the perceived relative advantage, observability, and simplicity of 
HOS-E; the degree to which the individual was informed, involved, and 
supported in the change process; the vay and degree to vhich the 
individual communicated vith others; and the vay and degree to which 
the school organization was complex and less formalized. 
(Author/DN) 
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STATKnENT OF FOCUS 



Individually (Juided Education (IGE) is a new comprehensive 
system of elementary education. The following components of the 
1(;K system are in varying stages of develo;jment and implementation: 
a new organisation for instruction and relal;»d administrative 
arrangements; a model of inntruct ional programing for fbQ indi- 
vidual student; and curriculum components in prereadin^, reading, 
mathematics, motivation, and environmental education. The develop- 
ment of other curriculum component**^, of a system for managing in-^ 
struct ion by computer, and of instructional strategies is needed 
to complete tl;c system. Continuing programmatic research is required 
to provide a sound knowledge bas.> for the components under develop- 
ment and fot improved second generation components. Finally, sys- 
tematic Implementation is essential so that the products will function 
properly in the IwH schools. 

Thu Center plans and carries out the research, development, 
and implementation components of its IGE progmm in tjils sequence: 

(1) identify the needs and delimit the component problem area; 

(2) assess the possible const rfrints — financial resources and avail- 
ability of staff; (3) formulatt^ general plans and specific procedures 
for solving the problems; (4) secure and allocate human and material 
resources to carry out the plc^ns; (5), provide for effective communi- 
cation among personnel and efficient management of activities and 
resources; and (6) evaluate the effectiveness of each activity and 
Its contribution to the total program and correct any difficulties 
through feedback mechanisms and appropriate management techniques. 

A self-renewing system of elementary education Is projected in 
each participating eJementary school, i.e., one which is less dependent 
on external sources for direction and is more responsive to the needs 
of the children attending each particular school. In the ICE schools. 
Center-developed and other curriculum products compatible with the 
Center'^s instruct ional programing model will lead to higher morale 
and Job satisfaction amon^; educational personnel. Each developmental 
pruduct makes its inique contribution to IGE as it is implemented in 
the schools. The v:rr.it%us research component.^ add to the knowledge of 
Center practitioner**:, ^/cvelopers, and theorists. 
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ABSTRACT . 

Many schools have tried unsuccessfully in the past 
decades to institutionalize (gain acceptance for ^"id 
routiniaation of) needed educational and organizational 
changer, because they have not known how to bring about 
these changes. This study was concerned with describing 
the process of bringing about change. 

The purpose of this study was to: (1) identify some 
of the variables and critical clusters of variables of 
change related to the institutionalization of the organi- 
zational component of the multiunit elementary school 
(MUS-E); and, (2) begin to identify some of the elements 
of change implicitly involved in the successful institution- 
alization of educational change in general. The variables 
selected for study and the factors defined a i:»riori were 
those most often analyzed by change theorists, systems 
analy.stj;, and behavioral scientists. 

To collect data for the study, five descriptive 
organizational change questionnaires were desigj.ed and 
distributed to a selected national sample of over 2000 
unit teachers, unit leaders, principals, district coor- 
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dinators and superintendents in multiunit schools and 
school districts. The reliability estimates for the final 
questionnaires were between .83 and .95, so, it was con- 
cluded that the questionnaires would be useful in 
do^-tcribing the variables of change. 

To answer the hypotheses and ancillary questions, 
three basis analyses (an item, a factor, and a multiple 
regression analysis) wore used on the questionnaire data. 

Th« factor analysis identified those change variables 
which clus>|bered together to form distinct factors tif footing 
institutionalization. It described factors which predicted 
between 63 and 77 percent of the total variance of institu- 
tionalization. The variables identified related to open 
and supportive environments, user's liking for MUS-E, user's 
cost-benefit decision, use of open communication channels, 
supportive services and resources, and flexibility of the 
change process. 

The item analysis and multiple regression "ere used 
together to identify those global change var**<: • which 
directly related to the institutionalization . t KS-E. 
The item analysis identified individual variables which 
best related to institutionalization and the multiple 
regression identified a cluster of variables which best 
related to institutionalization. Between 54 and 84 percent 
of tv total variance (of each questionnaire) was explained 
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by th<.) combliKil i on of Vtiriablos in each rcyrcn^iiun model. 
The variables of chaivje which directly rolatod to the 
institutionalization of MUo-I:: wore: (1) tho perceived 
relative atlvantacjo, observability and simplicity of MUS-K; 
(2) the decjree to which the individual was informed, in- 
volved and supported in the change process; (3) the way 
and degree to which the individual communicated with 
others; and, (4) the way and degree to which tho school 
organization wasi complex and less formalized. 

Three major conclusions were 'Jeveloped from these 
findings; all of them describing a model for looking at 
change. First, it was concluded that the a priori factors 
and factor analysed factors (though describing different 
sets of variables) were both useful in viewing change. 
Tho a priori factors provided an organizational theory 
view of change and the factor analysed factors provided 
underlying characteristics describing a supportive change 
environment. Second, it was concluded that valid infor- 
mation about a change program in any organization could 
be best obtained if tho perspectives of each of tho 
groups in the organization were measured and integrated. 
Third, it was concluded that measures of change should bo 
diverse and used ccloctivcly to obtain tho information 
which a particular grouj) had (rather than should have) 
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about institutionalization. Questions about throe factors 
of chango (tho procoss of change, the change itself, and 
the formal or informal organizational arrangement- in 
which the change was being institutionalized) should be 
asked of all groups* 
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cnAi»Ti!:n I 

THEORKTIC^*L SUPPORT FOR THE STUDY 

Schools have tried to respond in tha past decades Lo 
different student needs and increasing societal pressures 
by changing their organizational structure, curriculuiti 
content, or teaching attitudes, behaviors or mj^thods. Des- . 
pi to tliese attempts, however, relatively few Pchools have 
been successful in institutionalizing the desired chang^is 
because: (1) they have not krown what to change tc; aad 
(2J thoy have not known hov to bring about change. 

This study was concerned with the second probleni - 

""1. 

how to bring about chc4nge. As yet, there is :;o synthe- 
sized theory on changing. Althoutth organisational lht:ovists, 
social system analysts, and educational researchers have 
identified many variables of educational change, they huvc 
not been able to identify which variables were related to 
tho institutionalization of change or determine ^»hich critical 
clusters of variables wire mofst important to change* For 
this reason, educational practitioners still don't know 
why seme innovations are successfully inatitutiona.Hr'-rtd 
and why stjwj arc not. 

The purpcro of this study was to: (1) identify some ■ 
of the variables and critical clusterr, ot: VcTiablos of 
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the organizational component of the multiunit elementary 
school (abbreviated MUS-E) ; and, (2) begin l.^^ identify 
those elements of change which may be implicitly involved 
in the successful institutionalization of educational 
change in general. The variables selected for study were 
those variables of change which were most often studied 
by change theorists, system analysts, and behavioral 
scientists. 

The organizational component of the multiunit elementary 
school (MUS-E) has been selected for this study because it 
is: (1) a recent and prototypic innovation? (2) a key 
component of the Individually Guided Education (I.G.B.) 
system; (3^ a prescriptive program and, as such, the 
institutionalization of its "ideal" el^ents can be com- 
pared across school districts; and, (4) it has been 
recently implemented in many different school districts 
across the country. The organizational component of the 
multiunit elementary school consists of three interrelated 
structures: (1) an organizational unit for instruction 
at the building level; (2) a related administrative unit 
for instructional leadership and coordination at the 
building level; and, (3) a supportive administrative 
unit for maintenance and program installation at the central 
office level. At this time, only the first two of the three 
organizational elements of the multiunit elementary school 
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will bo iitudiud bccauije the third olcmunt of the oryani- 
zational component, the administrative unit at the central 
office level, is not functioning in most districts. 

RATIONALE FOR THE STUDY 

The rationale for this study evolved from an appli- 
cation and extension of organizational and social system 
theory. Organizational and social system theories des- 
cribed the relationships between certain elements of an 
organization (i.e., size, formalization or centralization) 
or social system (i.e., external environment, or internal 
values and beliefs) and organizational performance (i.e., 
productivity or adaptation) or human performance (i.e., 
role congruence or individual effectiveness) . 

This study applied these theories and used the ele- 
ments identified by change theorists to describe the 
.relationships between the elements of change and the 
performance of change (i.e., the institutionalization of 
change). For this study, it was assumed that the elements 
of change were linearly related to institutionalization 
and interrelated to each other. 

This study was patterned after the Hage and Aiken 
studies in organizational theory and the Gotzels and Guba 
studies in social system theory which analyzed Varied 
elements of an organization or social system together to 
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see if the comb '.nation of elements related differently to 
organizational or human performance than the elements. alone. 
This study studied the combination of change elements as 
they related to successful institutionalization of MUS-E. 

A problem in both organizational and social system 
theory h£s been the definition and measurement of organiza- 
tional and human performance. This has also been a problem 
in the study of change theory. For this study, tli,, insti- 
tutionalization of a change (MUS-E) is described as the 
extent to which the individual respondents thought that 
the performance objectives of MUS-E had been met in their 
school or school district two years after implementation 
had be^un. The performance objectives of MUS-G were 
measurcid in relation to the relative advantage of MUS-E 
in (1) leading to effective instructional programming; 
(2) meeting individual learning heeds; (3) leading to 
effective teaching and administrative roles; (4) providing 
for the learning of basic skills; and, (5) leading to 
children liking school. In this study, each element of 
change was analyzed in relation to the degree of institu- 
tionalization of MUS-E. 

Since it is thought that MUS-E incorporated many of 
the general elements and characteristics of change pro- 
grams (to be described in detail in the next section) , the 
change characteristics extracted from a review of general 
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chango literature were directly used and related to a 
study of MUS-E as a program of change. In Chapter III, ; 
the elements of change found to be related to the insti- 
tutionalization of MUS-E were applied to the development 
of a general model of change. 

REVIEW OF CHANGE LITERATURE 
The most cited variables of change will be presented 
in this section. They will form the theoretical structure 
for this study. Many change theorists have pointed out the 
need for developing a coherent theory of change. Guba^ 
for example, believed that one must understand the process 
of innovation, the nature of innovation itself, the nature 
of adapting systems, and the nature of the agency or 

mechanism carrying out the innovation before one could 

J' 

successfully institutionalize educational innovations. 
2 

Chin , likewise, believed that different users should have 
A different procedure for affecting change, and, that the 
selection of a procedural strategy ought to depend on the 

^Egon G. Guba, "Diffusion of Innovation," EDUCATIONAL 
LEADERSHIP, XXV (January 1968), pp. 292-295. 



Robert Chin, "Basic Strategies and Procedures in 
Effecting Change," PLANNING AND EFFECTING NEEDED CHANGES 
IN EDUCATION. Edgar L. Morphet and Charles 0. Ryan, 
editors. New York: Citation Press, 1961, p. 53. 
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nature of the problem, tha nature of the change, and the 
process of changing. Schmuck and Miles believed that 
school improvement efforts failed because they were piece- 
meal and did not focus on the systematic features of schools 
which either enhanced or retarded innovation. And, Corwin^ 
after his experience with the Teacher Corps thought that 
it was not very useful to evaluate an organization's 
effectiveness in change without systematically louH ng at 
the organization's history and social context. 

Thus far, only a few change theorists have been able 
to identify specific relationships between the variables 
of change and the institutionalization of change. Al- 
though there have been many different field studies of 
innovation, most have focused (as have the economists who 
have done most of the innovation studies) on the implica- 
tions of introducing new developments, not on the process 
of implementation itself.^ The most successful educational 
change theorists have been those who differentiated between 

Arthur Blumberg, "The School Organization as the 
Target of Change," EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY, XII, Number 10 
(October 1972) , p. 9. 



Ronald G. Corwin, "Strategies of Organizational 
Survival: The Case of a National Program for Educational 
Reform," THE JOURNAL OF APPLIED BEHAVIORAL SCIENCE, Vol- 
ume 8, Number 4 (July/August 1972), p. 470* 

Kenneth E. Knight, "A Descriptive Model of the 
IntraFirm Innovative Process," JOURNAL OP BUSINESS, Volume 
40, Numl:>er 4 (October 1967), p. 479. 
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the kinds of change and the rate of diffusion (adoption) 
of the change. For instance, Trump and Georgiades^ found 
that changes in a school's formal organizational structure 
were least difficult to bring about while changes in the 
professional responsibility and role of the teacher were 
most difficult to bring about, Carlson'' found that changes 
in basic or supplementary curricula diffused at differing 
rates. For example, he found that foreign language instruc- 
tion in elementary schools in Pennsylvania and West Vir- 
ginia, first accepted in 1952, was practiced by 37 per cent 
of the schools in those states by 1963; while modern math 
instruction, first accepted in those schools in 1958, was 
practiced by 75 per cent of those schools by 1963. 
Pincus found that innovations like PSSC, language labora- 
tories, and new math spread rapidly while junior high 
schools, kindergarten and driver training spread more 
slowly; ungraded classes, open schools, and decentralizar 
tion of decision-making from district to school spread very 

Lloyd Trump and William Georgiades, "Which Elements 
of School Programs are Easier to Change and Which are Most 
Difficult to Change," NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OP SECONDARY 
SCHOOL PRINCIPALS BULLETIN, Volume 55, Number 335 (May 
19''1), pp. 58, 65. 

7 

Richard 0. Carlson, ADOPTION OP EDUCATIONAL INNOVA- 
TIONS, Eugene, Oregon: The Center for the Advanced Study of 
Educational Administration, 1965, p, 67, 

8 

John Pincus, "Incentives for Innovation in the Public 
Schools," REVIEW OF EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH, Volume 44, Number 
13 (Winter 1974), pp, 116-117, 
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slowly; and, use of vouchors, abolition oi teacher tenure, 

and abolition of formal schooling did not sprt-ad at all. 

A few theorists have tried to explain this discre- 

9 

pancy in rate of diffusion and kind, of change. Pincus , 
for example, believed that this discrepancy could be ox- 
plained by the fact that schools tended to adopt innova- 
tions which promoted the school's self image by seeming 
Vip-to-date (i.e., new curricula) , efficient (i.e.. .'Oiaputcr 
assisted instructipn) , professional (i.e., in-ac.rvice 
programs) , or responsive to the needs of the community 
(i.e.,. citizens advisory committees), but failed to adopt 
innovations which seemed to alter the schools' basic pur- 
pose or organization. 

Wolf and Fiorino^^, from their study of newly adopted 
innovations, thought that innovations calling for minimum 
program alteration and behavior modification were noro 
likely to be adopted than those innovations calling for 
alteration of the status quo. Woods '''■'^ thought that the 

^Ibid., p. 122. i 

^^William C. Wolf, Jr. and A. John Piorino, "Some Per- 
spectives of Kducational Change," THE EDUCATIONAL FORUM, 
Volume 38 (November 1973), pp. 81-82. 

■'•^Thomas E. Woods, THE ADMINISTR/iTION OF KDUCATIONAL 
INNOVATIONS. Kugene, Oregon: Bureau of Educufcional Research, 
School of Education, University of Oregon, 1967, p. 54. 
(As cited by Ronald G. Havolock, A GUIDE TO IWOVATTON IN 
EDUCATION. Ann Arbor, Michigan: Center for Horoarch on 
Utilization of Scientific Knowledqe. :iQ71, p. 117.) 
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most successful innovations were those which increased the 
autonomy and initiative of the users. Although other 
theorists have studied the effects of specific variables 
(i.e., wealth, pupil enrollment, origin of the superin- 
tendent, etc.) on the institutionalization of change, the 
relationships which have been found wei;e not very atrong. 
Despite the inconclusive findings about the important 
variables related to the institutionalization of a change 
program, most change theorists believed that there were 
certain specific elements or descriptors of change which 
needed to be looked at in setting up a successful change 
program. Five elements (descriptors) of change: (1) 
types of change; (2) the processes of changing; (3) agents 
of change; (4) mediating variables; and, (5) intervening 
variables, were studied in this research. The first three 
elements of change were descriptive of change itself. The 
last two elements were attributes of the descriptors. The 
most critical variables in each category, those most often 
studied by change theorists, will be discussed. Unless 
otherwise identified, the authors who are cited will all 
have studied educational changes. 

Types of Change — Change theorists have identified two, 
three, four, or five kinds of change. They have viewed 
change in many different ways - in terms of what was changed, 
how much was changed, and who was affected by the change. 
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12 

Leavitt thought that there were three basic types of 

change in industry - structural change, technological 

13 

chcuige, and humanistic change. Knight thought that there 
were four basic types of innovations in industry - one re- 
lated to the product or service, one related to the produc- 
tion or process, one related to the organizational struc- 
ture, and one relate*^ to people, 
14 

Chin thought that there were five basic typco of change, 
all related to the amount of change incurred in innovating. 
From low to high, he thought there were substitutions 
(i.e,, e>;changing one text for another), alterations 
<i,e,, lengthening the school day), variations (i,6., 
moving a class to another classroom), restructurings (i,6,, 
adopting team teaching), or value reorientations (i.e,, 
replacing teachers with computer assisted instruction) , 



12 

Harold J, Leavitt, "Applied Organizational Change in 
Industry: Structural, Technological, and Humanistic 
approaches," INTERDISCIPLINARY FOUNDATIONS OP SUPERVISION, 
L£more A, Netzer, Glen G, Eye, et al,, editors, Boston: 
Allyn and Bacon, Inc, 1970, p, 45, 

•"••^Knight, p. 480, 

^^Robert Chin, MODELS AND IDEAS ABOUT CHANGING, Paper 
presented at the Symposium on Identifying Techniques and 
Principles for Gaining Acceptance of Research Results of 
Use of Newer Media in Education? Lincoln, Nebraska, Uni- 
versity of Nebraska, 1973. (As cited by Egon G, Cuba, 
"Diffusion of Innovation," EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP, Volume 
25, Number 4 (January' 1968), pp, 294-295,) 
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15 

Saville believed tliat there were four Ccitegorics of 

change - new technical advances, new processes, new goals, 

and new curriculum advances. Unruh and Turner^^ believed 

that there were two categories of change - one affecting 

the curriculum and one affecLi.ng the organization, 
17 

Miller belived that there were three kinds of change - 
one affecting the organization, one affecting the program, 
and one affecting the methodology. 

ProcessQK of chanring — Change tliuorictc have identified 
five models or processes of changing. At one time or 
another, each of these models has been and/or st'll is 
applied. In general, however, there has been a pro~ 
gression of models used, as each successive model has 
profited l>y the weaknesses and mistakes of its prede- 
cessors. Many of the change approaches in the past have 
erred by being directed towards a single change, thus 
leading towards the thinking of change as a product intro- 

Is 

Anthony Savi lie, "Topography of Change," THE 
CLEARING HOUSE, XCII (January 1968), pp. 271-273, 

^^Adolph Unruh and Harold E. Turner, SUPERVISION FOR 
CHANGE ANO INNOVATION. Boston: Houghton-Mifflin Company. 
1970, p. 294. ^ ^' 

17 . 

Richard 1. Miller, "Some Observations and Suggestions, 
PKRr,??.CTiVr::-.. o.n e. nCfWlcwAL cuW^Ga. Richatd I. Milior, edi- 
tor. New Vork: Appieton-Century-Crofts, 1967, p. 369. 
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duction rather than a process of adaptation • Many also 

have erred in treating the implGmentation of innovations 

as a singular event, not a process involving an interre- 

la 

lated set of shifting conditions • The more recently 

developed processes of change have sought to correct 

these weaknesses* 

The traditional model of changing, expounded by 
20 

Jxing and Lippitt was a problem-solving model o^: changing. 

Essentially, this model was concerned with the process of 

change which went on inside the user. It was an action 

oriented process as it was usually directed by individual 

users who initially identified a need for change and 

correspondingly undertook to diagnose and develop a solu- 

21 

tion to the needed change themselves • It was patterned 



IB 

Robert B. Howsam, Effecting Needed Changes in Edu- 
cation," PLANNING AND EFFECTING NEEDED CHANGES IN EDUCA- 
TION, 0£. cit . , p. 72. 

^^E. Ginzberg and E. Reilly, EFFECTIVE CHANGE IN LARQE 
ORGANIZATIONS. New Yorkj Columbia University Press, 1957. 
(As cited by Neal Cross, Joseph Giacquinta, and Marilyn 
Bernstein, Il-IPLEMENTING ORGANIZATIONAL INNOVATIONS: A 
SOCIOLOGICAL ANALYSIS OF PLANNED JIDUCATIONAL CHANGE. New 
Yorkt Basic Books, 1971, p. 30.) i 

20 

Charles Jung and Ronald Lippitt, "The Study of Change 
as a Concept in Research Utilization," THEORY INTO PRACTICE, 
V (February 1966), pp. 25-29. 

^^Ronald a Havelock, PLANNING FOR INNOVATION THROUGH 
DISSEMINATION AND UTILIZATION OF KNOWLEDGE. Ann Arbor, Michi 
gant Institute for Social Research, 1969, Chapter 10, p. 29. 



28 



BEST COPY AVAIUBLE 

13 

after the decision making model defined by Barnard in 1938 
in his classic work TIIE FUNCTIONING OP AN EXECUTIVE (Cam- 
bridge, Harvard University Press) and it was adopted by 
social psychologists in the 1950 's. This model of chang- 
ing has been usually applied to the problems of an indi- 
vidual school unit or individual classroom, 

22 

Jung and Lippitt identified six common phases of 
Barnard's process model: (1) identifying the problem; 

(2) diagnosing the problem; (3) retrieving related know- 
ledge and discussing its implications for overcoming the 
problems; (4) forming alternatives to action; (5) testing 
the feasibility of the alternatives; and, (6) adopting and 
implementing the selected alternative. Henrie and Bailey^^ 
identified six different phases of Barnard's process .^nodelj 
(1) clarifying the goals; (2) defining the objectives? 

(3) defining the mission and analyzing the tasks; (4) 
establishing the sequence of the tasks; (5) establishing 
the management system; and, (6) setting up the evaluative 
mechanisms. Have lock described six steps of Barnard's 

31 

Jung and Lippitt, pp. 25-29. 

23 

Samuel N. Henrio and Higgins D. Bailey, "Planning 
Carefully or Muddling Through: An Educator's Choice," 
JOURNAL OF SECONDARY EDUCATION, XLIII (December 1968), 
pp. 349-352. 



Havelock, PLANNING FOR INNOVATION THROUGH DISSEMINA- 
TION AND 'UTILIZATION OF KNOWLEDGE, Chapter 9, p. 38, 
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models (1) translating a need into a problem; (2). diag- 
nosing the problem; (3) searching and obtaining information 
about solutions to the problem; (4) adopting the solution 
to the situation; (5) trying out the solution; and,-^ (6) 
evaluating the solution in terms of tho user's need satis- 
faction. With this process, a "ripple effect of change" 
was established. Solutions trickled from individual user 
to individual user as users seeking a solution to Jieir 
problems could initiate their own solutions or adopt 

25 

otherL judged to be successful • Action research, human 
relations training, T->group laboratories, and consultant 
firms are examples of the kinds of strategies, programs 
and organizations which utilize Barnard's process model 
of change". 

The second process model of change, the research and 
development process, developed because many theorists and 
practitioners began to see that schools and school dis- 
tricts had common, not singularly isolated problems* This 

^^A STUDY OP INNOVATION AND CHANGE IN EDUCATION. An 
Action- Research Project supported by the Charles P. Ketter- 
ing Foundation and Colgate University. Hamilton, New Yorki 
Office of Blucational Research, Colgate University, 1971. 

26 

''Per Dalin, "Planning for Change in Education i Quali- 
tative Aspects of Educational Planning," INTERNATIONAL RE- 
VIEW OF EDUCATION, Volume 15, Number 4 (1970), p. 438. 
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second process model ia a formal and identifiable process 
approach to change and is the most commonly applied process 
model today. It was initially accepted because many school 
personnel thought it had more promise for . finding optimal 
solutions to problems than did the risk-avoiding problem- 
solving approach. School personnel thought that large 
scale carefully planned research and development efforts 
would be more effective in gaining adoption than would the 

57 

more modest individual user efforts , 

Traditionally, this process looked at change from the 
point of view of the originator (developer) of the innova- 
tion. The focus was on the development and design of a 
potential solution to a problem presumed to exist^^. At 
first, this process of change had three phases - one of 
research, one of development, and one of diffusion. In 
the latter part of the sixties, hov/ever, theorists added 
a new phase to this process model because it became apparent 
that the diffused changes were not being institutionalized. 
First, since most research efforts had gone into the first 
two phases, the research findings were not being promoted. 
Second, since many educators did not view the scientific 
method 03 significant or related to their work, they 

P incus, pp. 123-124. 

^^HaVGlock, PLAr.'NTWn FO.^ INNOVATION THROUGH DISSRMINA- 
TTON AKin lI'PTi.T'/ATKlN OF KNOWI.KIW , Chanter .1,0 ,. p. 20. 
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placed a low priority on the porformanco of rosoarch . 
Honcley def inod this new roseeirch model as one of 

reaearch, development, diffusion, and adoption of chan<ge. 

Guba defined it as on«5. of trial # installation, and in- 
stitutionalization. In time, especially with the passage 
of the elementary and secondary education acts (F.SEA) of 
19 C 5 , 'Other proponents of this process model have added 
a few qualifiers to each of the phases, Havolock' * , for 
example, thought that: (1) there should be a national 
sequence in the evaluation and application of an innovation? 
(2) research, development, production, and packaging of 
a program change should occur before dissemination of th» 



^^Roland J, Pellegrin, AN ANALYSIS OP SOURCES AND PRO- 
CESSES OP INMOVAI'ION IN EDUCATION, A paper presented at the 
Conference .on Educational Change sponsored by the Demonstra- 
tion Project for Gifted Youth and the U,S, Office of Edu- 
cation, Eugene, Oregon; Center for the Advanced Study of 
Educati.onai AdTAinistration, 1966 # p. 32, (As cited by 
Havclock, PLANNING INNOVATION THROUGH DISSEMINATION AND 
UTILIZATION OP KNOWLEDGE, Chapter 4, p, 29,) 

'' Stephen P, Hencley, "Sujiplementary Statement," 
PLANNING AND EFFECTING NEEDED CHANGES IN EDUCATION, 0£, cit , , 
p. 57, 

3 1 

Egon G. Guba, "The Ban is for Educational Improvement," 
(Paper presented to the Kettering Foundation, U,S, Office of 
Edufiation, NAtronal Seminar in Innovation^ Honolulu, Hawaii, 
July 1971,) 

^^Ronald G. Havelock, "Experimental School Networks, 
Theory and Heality," JOUlvNAJ:. OP SECONDARY EDUCATION, 
Volume 46, Number 4 (April 1971), p, 179, 
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program change; (3) there should be planning on a massive 
scale; (4) there should be a rational division and coor- 
dination of labor in accordance with the planning phase; 
and, (5) the proponents of the innovation should be willing 
to accept high initial development costs prior to any dis- 
semination activity. In addition, he thought that a passive 
but rational consumer population should accept and ado' t 
a proposed innovation if it was offered in the right place, 
in the right form, and, at the 'right time. Research and 
development centers, demonstration centers, regional edu- 
cational laboratories, and experimental schools are examples 
of the kinds of programs and organizations which utilize 
this process model of change. 

Since the linear, sequential relationships of the 
research, development, diffusion and adoption phases were 
not always found to hold in the real world^^ and since 
there was contined dissatisfaction with the utility and 
diffusion of research findings, a third model, a social 
interaction model, was developed. In general, proponents 
of this model disagreed with the assumptions underlying 
the research model. They focused on the user of the change 

David L. Clark and Egon G. Cuba, "A Re-examination of 
A Test of the Research and Development Model of Change," 
EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION QUARTERLY, Volume VIII, Number 
3 (Autumn 1972), pp. 99-100. 
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and his environment rather than on the development of change 
products. They believed that the user of ch^age was in- 
fluenced by informal, direct, peer contact, group member- . 

34 

ship, and opinion leadership in his ovm organization • 
Specifically, House, Kerins and Steele^^, believed 
that the user population was not passive and could not 
be shaped by the process of dissemination itself. In- 
stead, they argued that innovations were institutirnalized 
in a school because of the workings of the social inter- 

36 

action network within the school. Hencley believed that 
institutional and organizational groups, should be viewed 
by change theorists as the media, the targets, and the 

37 

agents of change. Chin believed that the most important 
variables in this process of changing were those variables 
describing the informal and formal structural arrange- 
ments of a school and those variables describing the kinds 



3i 

Ronald G. Have lock and Mary C. Have lock, TRAINING 
FOR CHANGE AGENTS. Ann Arbor, Michigan i Institute for 
Social Research, University of Michigan, 1973, p. 18. 

^^Ernest R. House, Thomas Kerins, and Joe M. Steele, 
''A Test of the Research and Development Model of Change,** 
EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION QUARTERLY, Volume 8, Number 1 
(Winter 1972), p. 12. 

'^''Hencley, p. 62. 

•^^Chin, pp. 48-50. 
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of actions undertaken by the change agent to improve and 
shape teachers* attitudes and feelings about change. 
Havelock^® believed that the most important elements of 
this model were the amount of emphasis placed on the 
diffusion of messages and the two-way interchange of 
informationAnowledge between potential users of the 
change. 

39 

Havelock characterized the five phases of this model 
ast (1) Awareness cf an innovation; (2) interest in an 
innovation; (3) evaluation of an innovation's appropriate- 
ness; (4) trial of an innovation; and, (5) adoption of an 
innovation. Gross, Giacquinta, and Bernstein^^ character- 
ised the six steps of this model as: (1) awareness; 
(2) interest; (3) trial; (4) evaluation; (5) adoption; 
and, (6) discontinuence. Management training programs, 
school district in-service and workshop training programs, 
and university feedback and system planning programs are 
examples of the programs which utilize this process model 
of change. 

%& 

Havelock, PLANNING FOR INNOVATION THROUGH DISSEMINA- 
TION AND UTILIZATION OP KNOWLEDGE, Chapter 2, pp. 42-43. 

39 

Ibid., caiapter 9, p. 38. 

40 

Neal Gross, Joseph Giacquinta, Marilyn Bernstein, 
IMPLEMENTING ORGANIZATIONAL INNOVATIONS: A SOCIOLOGICAL 
ANALYSIS OP PLANNED EDUCATIONAL CHANGE. New York: Basic 
Books, 1971, p. 21. 
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The fourth model of changing , recently defined by 

< 

41 

Have lock In 1970 , was that of a linkage process model of 
changing. This model Incorporated some of the phases and 
strategies of the other three models. Because It synthe- 
sized the phases and strategies of the other models, Have- 
lock thought that It had the best potential of all the model 
for success In the Institutionalization of change. This 
model focused Initially on the user of the change as a prob- 
lem solver, then subsequently focused on linking the user 
to outside resources and SBttlng up reciprocal relations 
with each^^, 

43 

Havelock thought that there were four Important 
phases In this model of change. The first phase incorpor- 
ated the phases of the problem-solving process. As such, 
new knowledge relevant to the problem to be considered 
was sought and retrieved. The second phase Incorporated 
the phases of the research process. As such, educational ^ 
researchers (as in the research model) carried on the pro- 
cesses of research, development, and communication of their 



* havelock, "Experimental School Networks, Theory and 
Reality," o£. cit. , p. 183. 

^^Havelock, TRAINING FOR CHANGE AGENTS, pp. 23-25. 
43 

Havelock, "Experimental School Networks, Theory and 
Reality," o£. cit., p. 184, 
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findings to the school district. The third phase incor- 
porated the phases of the social interaction process. As 
such, attention was focused on the relationships and com- 
munication system established between the researcher, 
developer, practitioner, and constimer. The fourth and final 
phase incorporated the phases of the linkage process model 
itself. Bach separate role holder was helped in this phase 
to see what resources were available to him within the or- 
ganization and what the other role holders were doing in 
their part of the process of changing. The League of 
Cooperating Schools (LCS) in California has utilized this 

process model of changing in the development pf its change 
44 

program . 

The final model of change, the organizational develop- 
ment (OD) model, has recently received much attention and 

support from educational change theorists such as Sclunuck 
45 

and Miles . Adapted from the business and government OD 
models of the 1950 's, the educational OD model formally 
incorporated and synthesized the theories of the other 
processes. 

Primarily, the OD model viewed schools as organizations 
and innovations as change in the organization of the school. 

^^Ibid. 
45 

Schmuck, Richard A. and Miles, Mathew B. ORGANIZATION 
DEVELOPMENT IN SCHOOLS. Palo Alto, California: National 
Press Books, iy/i. 
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In general, OD proponents thought that change in education 

could occur if a school's orgeuilzatlonal conservatism and 

46 

pathology were overcome « These theorists viewed organi- 
zational change as change In the roles, authority structure, 

47 

division of labor, and goals of the orgemlzatlon • 

48 

Specifically, Schmuck thought that the alms of OD 
were to: (1) Improve the eUslllty of subsystems of a school 
district to Improve or change themselves; (2) Increase 
the receptlveness of responsiveness of school organizations 
to their environment; (3) develop a capability of receiving 
valid Information, acting on It, and using their own resources 
to do things In a new way; (4) develop an open organization 
with decisions made by those Individuals with Information,^ 
with sensing and evaluation mechanisms, and with open com- 
munlcatlon and contact between organizational members; 

(5) help the subsystem work out goals so that they were 
compatible with the needs or orientations of others; and, 

(6) improve the use of Internal and external resources so 



^^ Ibld w pp. 1-2. / 
4*; 

Gross, et. al., p. 15. 

^^Rlchard A. Schmuck, HANDBOOK OP ORGANIZATIONAL DEVEL- 
OPMENT IN SCHOOLS. Center for the Advanced Study of Edu- 
cational Administration, Eugene, Oregon t National Press 
Books, 1972, pp. 3-5,8. 
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as to augment the communication of ideas. Stewart^^ thought 
that the aim of OD was to develop a more open, trusting, 
collaborative, self anticipating organization which would 
be more willing to take risks and use more creative imagina- 
tive approaches to organizational problems. Peitler and 
Lippitt^^ thought that the aim of OD was to develop a prob- 
lem solving, collaborative environment so that each user 
became a change agent. 

Most theorists defined OD as a planned and systematic 
problem solving process which applied behavioral science 
research findings, change models, and statistical tech- 
niques for system improvement^^. Usually, this process 
was directed by an "outside" consultant who through planned 
"interventions" worked closely with the staff to train 
them to deal with their own organizational problems. The 
rolG of the consultant was to: (1) diagnose the situation 
and gain consensus with the administrator; (2) convince the 



49 

Stewart, "What is Organizational Development and How 
Does It Apply to Schools," EDUCATION CANADA, Volume 13, 
Number 2 (June 1973), p. 20. 

^^Fred C. Feitler and Lawrence L. Lippitt, "A Multi- 
district Organizational Development Effect," EDUCATIONAL 
TECHNOLOGY, Volume XII, Number 10 (October 1972), pp. 34-38. 

51 

Schmuck and Miles, p. 3. 

51 

Paul C. Buchanan, "Organizational Development as a 
Process Strategy for Change," EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY. Vol- 
ume XII, Number 10 (October 1972), p. 10. 
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organizational members that OD is what it needed; (3) 
develop a collaborative relationship with and between users; 
and, (4) deal with the anxiety of the users by removing 
their fear of insecurity or loss in authority^^. The 
consortium of schools, the proposed center - sattelite 
model, the cooperative project for educational develop- 
ment, and the proposed School District Renewal sites are 
examples cf the kinds of programs and organizations which 
apply this process model of change. 

Agents of Chancye — Another important element of change 
identified in the literature is the role assumed by the agent 
of change. In generic terms, agents of change are impor- 
tant to the change effort because they are the doers, the 
Innovators, the supporters and the catalysts of chang.=^ 
programs. In these positions, they are involved with com- 
munication processes, group dynamics, information re- 
trieval, action research, evaluation of programs, outside 
support groups (i.e., community organizations), and direc- 
tion of co-workers^^. As catalysts they sought to prod 
and pressure the system to be less complacent. As inno- 

ron..ui^f!ir^,^?^'^"'2"r*!!^ IJ^^^^?"^ Mcynihan, "Strategies for 
Consultant - "Client Interface," EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY, 
Volume XII, Number 10 (October 1972), pp. 28-29. 

53 

r^ ^^I^sie Chamberlain, "Educational Change: Wliere Does 
One Start?," CLEARING HOUSE, Volume 47, Nu^er 5 (January 
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vators they* sought to help define and develop ideas about 
what the change was to be. As doers (process helpers) 
thoy sought to involve the organization in problem solving 
and implementing change programs. As supporters they sought 
to bring needed people together and help users find and use 
resources available in and outside of the system^^. In 
specific terms, agents of change are viewed as either techni- 
cal consultants, process consultants, educational researchers, 
or school administrators. 

If the agent of change is seen as a technical consult- 
ant, his role is viewed as similar to that of a project 
manager. Blanchard and Cook^^ thought that the role of a 
project manager was one of planning and controlling the 
process of change. They thought that the technical consult- 
ant should bo involved in managing the time, cost, and 

performance of the client system. And, Delbecq and V.-in Dg 
56 

Ven thought that the project manager, (in non-pro^^* 
Havelock, TRAINING FOR CHANGE AGENTS, pp, 60-62, 

55 

Gary F, Blanchard and Desmond L. Cook. "Project 
Management and Educational Change," EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY, 
Volume XI, Number 10 (October 1971), pp, 51-53. 

56 

Andre Delbecq and Andrew Van De Ven, "Organizations] 
Roles in Program Management." (From READINGS presented to 
Business 719 fjtudonts, Spring Semester, 1972, pp, 20-24.) 
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organisations) as a technic? 1. administrator, shoul^i be 
concerned with problem solving, project implementation, 
and project control. 

If the agent of change is seen as a process con- 
sultant, his role is viewed as similar to that of an organic 

57 

zational facilitator. Dirncan believed that the role of 
process consultant is to work with the organizational members 
to help them interpret feedback and learn to perceive, 

58 

understand, and act on events. Goldman and Moynihan 
thought that the role of the process consultant is to: 
(1) diagnose the situation and achieve consensus with the 
admini«'i;rator about their role; (2) convince the target 
group that the change program is relevant to what they 
need? (3) develop collaborative relations with the organi- 
zational members; and, (4) deal with user anxiety by es- 
tablishing trust and overcoming insecurity end fear about 

CO 

the effects of the change. Havelock thought that the 
role of the process consultant is to be non-directive 
seeking to involve the users of the organization them- 
selves in becoming involved in the process of change. 

§"7 

^'Robert B. Duncan, CRITERIA FOR THE TYPE OP CHANGE 
AGENT IN CHANGING EDUCATIONAI, 0RGANI5?ATI0NS , fPaper pre- 
sented at ttiQ American Educational Research Association's 
Annual Meeting in Chicago, Illinois, April 7, 1972, p. 6.) 

CD 

Goldman and Moynihan, pp. 28-29. 
^^Havelook, TRAINING FOR CHANGE AGENTS, p. 8. 
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Schmuck and Blumberg^^ thought that the role of the pro- 
cess consultant is to establish credibility for the change 
program. Cooke and Zaltman^^ thought that the role of 
the process consultant is to function as a communication 
linker between the varied social groups in a system. 

If the agent of change is seen as an educational 
researcher, his role is viewed as similar to that of a 
project scientist. Hayman^^ thought that an educational 
researcher should be involved in securing relevant informa- 
tion of the characteristics of the school system and should 
be involved in determining the effects pf change deliberately 
introduced into the school system, stake^^ thought that 
the role of an educational researcher is to seek generali- 
zations about educational practices and to make judgments 



Richard Schmuck and Arthur Blumberg, "Barriers to 
Organizational Development Training for Schools." EDUCA- 
TIONAL TECHNOLOGY, Volume XII, Number 10 (October 1972), 
p. 33. 

^ ^Robert A. Cooke and Gerald Zaltman, CHANGE AGENTS AND 
SOCIAL SYSTEM CHANGE. (Paper presented at the American Edu- 
cational Research Association's Annual MeeUng in Chibago, 
Illinois, April 7, 1972, p. 3.) 

62, . 

John Hayman, A PLAN FOR REORGANIZATION OP THE RESEARCH 
AND EVALUATION OPERATIONS WITHIN THE SCHOOL DISTRICT. (Paper 
presented to the office of Research Staff, Philadelphia 
School District, February 1967, pp. 3-8.) 

63 

Robert Stake, "The Countenance of Educational Evalu- 
ation," TEACHER'S COLLEGE RECORD, Volume 68, Number 7, 
April 1967, pp. 530-536. 
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about educational programs. In this process, the educa- 
tional researcher used behavioral objectives and systema- 
tically gathered data. Postor^^ thought that the role of 
the educational researcher is to be active in the process 
of change by giving teacher directions about zhe way to 
arrive at expected changes. 

If the agent of change is seen as an educational admin- 
istrator, his role is viewed as similar to that of an 
instructional leader. Bcnnis^^ believed that this role 
is one of providing consultative and psychological support 
for tlie client system during the transactional phases of 
change; and one of encouraging the clients to test out 
their competencies, cooperate with each other, and experi- 
ment with the new principles of Ihe program change. 
Davis ° believed that the role of the administrator is to 
help provide prestige for the experimentation of the client 
system and to help develop a feeling of belonging and com- 
mitment to the over-all process of change. Annese^^ 



6A 

Richard L. Poster, "The Search for Change," EDUCA- 
TIONAL LEADRRSHIP, Volume 24, Number 4 (January 1968), 
pp. 288-289. 

^ ^Warren 0. Bonnis, CHANGING ORGAMIZATIONS. New York* 
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1966, p. 176. 

^J. Clark Davis, "Supplementary Statement," PLANNING 
AND EFFECTING THE NEEDED CHANGES IN EDUCATION, 0£. clt . , 
p. 35. 
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LouIg E, Annese, "The Principal as a Change Agent," 
THE CLEARING IDUSE, XLV (January 1971), pp. 273-277. 
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beliovod that the role of the administrator is to oncourage 

the development of democratic interpersonal behavior. 
68 

Cunningham believed that the role of the administrator 
is to manipulate the professional and organizational en- 
vironment. Schmuck and Blumberg^^ believed that the role 
of the administrator is, as an organizational manager, to 
be concerned with the scheduling of meetings and obtaining 
time for meetings about problems. Cooke and Zaltman^° 
believed that the role of the administrator is to use the 
theory and methods of social, behavioral and management 
science to strengthen the functions of the organization. 

Mediating Interve ning Variables — Thus far, three speci- 
fic descriptors of change itself have been described. There 
are, however, two additional sets of variables (mediating 
and intervening variables) which also affect the degree 
of institutionalization of a. change program. 

Mediating Variables — Mediating variables are those vari- 



Luvern L. Cunningham, " 
ganizations," ADMINISTRATOR'S 
1 (September 1962), p. 3. 
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abXos which can bo introduced, devQlopod, manipulated, or 
controlled by the agents of change. They are causal or 
"stimulus" variables which are thought to be capable of 
affecting, positively or negatively, the successful insti- 
tutionalization of change. Essentially, they describe 
what can be done to the change program, the process of 
changing, and the roles of the agents of change to maximize 
the successful institutionalization of change. There are 
essentially three types of these variables: (1) those 
making up the attributes of the types of change; (2) those 
making up the attributes of the processes of change; and, 
(3) those making up the attributes of the agents of 
change. If critical clusters of these variables can be 
identified and categorized by this study, strategies for 
positively affecting the institutionalization of change can 
be developed. 

The first type of mediating variable can be viewed as 
specific attributes of the typos of change . As attributes 
of a change, they affect the perceived quality of the intro- 
duced change. 

Many theorists have identified clusters of these 
variables which word believed to affect the institutionali- 
zation of change. For example, Rogers and Shoemaker^ 
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Everett M. Rogers and P. Loyd Shoemaker, COMMUNICA- 
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Free Press, 1971, pp. 22-23. 
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thought that there were at least five attributes of an 
introduced change which affected its rate of diffusion. 
They thought that educational changes which were perceived 
as: (1) more advantageous to the user than what was 
being used at the moment; (2) less complex; (3) more 
compatible to the usera' value system; (4) more open for 
trial; and, (5) more able to have observable results, 
tended to bo adopted more quickly than those changes which 
were not seen as possessing those attributes, Lippitt^^ 
found that innovations which: (1) were perceived as being 
relevant to the needs of the students; (2) were able to 
be undertaken gradually; (3) had built in evaluative tech- 
niques; and, (4) could be duplicated easily, tended to 

facilitate the successful institutionalization of change, 
73 

Zander found that changes tend to be resisted if they 
v/ere not clearly understood or if they ignored well- 
established institutions in the schools. Moore and Migata^* 
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thought that if a change program was credible withj (1) 
a visible advantage ever the present program; (2) a sim- 
plistic and divisible design; and, (3) measurable objec- 
tives, it could bo more readily accepted. Hill^^ and 
76 

Harmes thought that a change program was likely to be 
accepted if it had relatively few perceived side effects 
and required only a moderate amount of extra energy and 
effort. Purdy^^ thought that the: (1) lack of risk 
money; (2) the jack of thorough research; (3) the exis- 
tence of legal obstructions; (4) the lack of evaluation 
of the program; and, (5) the lack of clear understanding 

of the program, all hindered the success of an innovation, 
78 

And, Miles thought that before any innovation could have 
a high adoption rate among users it would have to: (1) be of 
proven quality and value; (2) be easily demonstratable; 
(3) be of reasonable cost; (4) be accessible to users; 
and, (5) have information available to users. 
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Bureau of Publications, Teachers College, Columbia Univer- 
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Other theorists have only focusod on single attributes 
of a chongo. For example, Watson and Glasor*^^ believed 
that if a user saw a change as coming from outside the 
system, he might only give it hi^ half-hearted support. 
Evan and Black^^ in industrial organizations, Minz^^ in 
community organizations, and Pellegrin^^ in educational 
organizations found that innovative programs must be based 
on the felt needs of the target systeni in order to be suc- 
cessfully implemented. Havelock®^ found that innovations 
which could be adopted on a limited basis were more readily 
diffused than those which could not. Meyerson and Katz^^ 
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Goodwin Watson and Edward M. Glaser, "What we Have 
Learned About Planning for Change," ^iANAGEMENT REVIEW 
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40 (1967) , p. 524. 
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Development Programs," SOCIAL ACTION, Volume 20, Number 1 
(January 1970), pp. 49-58. r u^«ir x 
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found that son.e innovations (fd4s) gained accoptanco be- 
cause thoy did not change the social structure of the 
patterns d: communication and interaction of the organiza- 
tions in which they were introduced. Lin, Leu, Rogers 

8!) 

and Schwartz found that if teachers thought that 




knew a groat deal about the innovation, they were more 
likely to accept it. Minz®^, in community organiza^ 
found that an innovation vas more likely to be implemented 
successfully if it was perceived as bringing practical 
benefits to the organization. Pliegel and Kivlin®'' from 
their study of non-profit organizations found that if indi- 
vidual users porceiv3d the innovation as reliable, they 
would be more likely to accept it. " ■"^ 

* 

The second type of mediating variables can be viewed 
as specific attributes of the processes of changing . 
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Again, many theorists have identified clusters of these 
•variables which they thought affected the institutionali- 
zation of change. For example, Huefner®® thought that a 
process which: (1) promoted democratic decision making; 
(2) developed alternative goals or policies; and, (3) 
established a flexible planning sequence, had more poten- 
tial for being successful in the institutionalization of 
change, Tye®^ believed that a change process which: 
(1) promoted compromises; (2)* eliminated individual role 
conflict; and, (3) used problem-solving techniques, 
had more potential for being successful in the institution- 
alization of change. Worcester^^ believed that a process 
which: (1) could be undertaken gradually; (2) provided 
margin for error; (3) used disagreements constructively; 
and, (4) respected the inputs of groups and individuals, 
had more potential for being successful in the institution- 
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alization of change, Winn believed that process models 
which: (1) spent too much time on data gathering and too 
little time on planning for the implementation of the 
change; (2) were fixated by the proposals on paper; and, 
(3) were not concerned with the training of teachers in the 
use of the change, had less potential for being successful 
in institutionalizing change. Unruh and Tumer^^ thought 
that process models which; (1) developed vague and 
unmeasurable objectives; and, (2) selectively restricted 
the kinds of information received about the new proposed 
program, had less potential for being successful in the 
institutionalization of change. Purdy^^ thought that; 
(1) the failure to establish effective communication links 
with the staff, leadership and public; (2) the failure to 
deal with internal staff conflict; (3) excessive demands 
in time and energy on leaders; (4) limited evaluation of 
a change; and, (5) absence of research in planning the 
program, would limit the successful institutionalization 

91 
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of a change. Poster^* thought that if teachers werej 
(1) inactive in the process; (2) felt little responsis. 
bility to the program; and, (3) were told what to aim for 
in the change program, the change would have less chance of 
being institutionalized. Hetzel and Barnard^^ believed 
that if: (1) each staff member felt important to the 
change process; (2) each staff member felt that something 
was -going on" in the process; (3) the process had a time 
line of evaluation check points; and, (4) individual staff 
members efforts to change were publicized, there was greater 
opportunity for the successful institutionalization of a 
change. Corwin^^ found that if: (1) a higher level of 
consensus was developed in the organization about the need 
for change; (2) a critical mass of change agents were 
trained to lead change efforts; (3) power was equalized; 
and, (4) a coordinating agency was developed to provide 
access to needed resources, an environment would be created 
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which wfis cor>ciucive to reform. 

Other tlioorists have only focused on single attributes 
of the process of change. These attributes can be divided 
into three categories, those related toj (1) the quality 
and focus of the change itself; (2) the change climate 
created by the process; and, (3) the mechanisms set up in 
the process to support the change process. 

In terms of the quality of change itself, Owen^'^, 
Schmuck and Miles^®, and Buchanan^^ (etc) thought that 
process models which failed to use an organic model of 
organizational development and change had less potential 
for successful institutionalization of change, Havelock^^^ 
and Chin believed that change processes which ignored 
people and their concerns had less potential for successful 
institutionalization of change. Wolf and Piorino''*^^ believed 
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that use of a flexible change process would have a positive 
influence on implementation efforts. 

In terms of the change climate created by the process, 
Poster Bennis^^^, Peltier and Blumberg^^^ and Miles^°^ 
(etc.) have argued that only in an "open" (participative) 
climate can change programs take place. "Open" climates 
are climates in which the channels of communication are 
direct and two-way, decision making is achieved by con- 
sensus, responsibilities for organizational goals are shared, 
and management collaborates with its employees. Each one of 
these characteristics has been studied by the process theor- 
ists and each one relates to this "open" climate of change. 
For example, Buchan^^^, Lippitt, Watson, and Westley^^^, 
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Corwin^^^ and Wiley (etc.) believed that open direct, 
two-way channels of communication were necessary ingredi- 
ents for successful innovation, McCracken^^^, Buchan^^^ 
113 

and Glines believed that involvement of the personnel 
in the school district in varying degrees was necessary 
for the institutionalization of change. Teachers, especi- 
ally, as users of the change, needed to be involved in 
planning, choosing, implementing, and evaluating the new 
program. Cooler and Ely^^^ and Johansen^^^ believed that 



T09 

Ronald Corwin, "Strategies for Organizational 
Innovation: An Empirical Comparison," AMERICAN SOCIOLOGI- 
CAL REVIEW, Volume 37 (August 1972), p. 451. 

"Russell Wiley, "Blocks to Change," EDUCATIONAL 
LEADERSHIP, Volume 27, Number 4 (January 1970), pp. 351- 
353. 

^^^J. G, Mccracken, "Building Community Acceptance for 
Innovation," EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP, Volume 30, Number 6 
(March 1973), p^ 519. 

112 

Buohan, p. 299. 

^^^Glines, p. 4. 
114 

Dennis D. Cooler and Donald P. Ely, "The Impact of 
Organization on Curricula Change," EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY, 
Volume XII, Number 10 ) October 1972), p. 40. 

115 

John H. Johansen, "The Relation Between Teacher's 
Perceptions of Influence on Local Curriculum Decision- 
Making and Curriculum Improvement," JOUP^AL OP EDUCATIONAL 
PSSEARCH, Volume 51, Number 2 (October 1967), pp. 81-83. 



56 



BEST m MWIABIE 



41 

change efforts would be successful if those who were to 

be effected by the change (usually teachers) were involved 

in the decisions concerning the change, Corwin^^^ and 
117 

Havelock found that one of the best ways to overcome 
inter-organizational barriers to the institutionalization 
of change was to allow individual users to participate in 
the entire process of change. They found that participa- 
tion in the change process led to coromitment, reduced 
resistance, and support for the change program. Cooler and 
Ely^^^, Gross, et. al,^^^, and Havelock^^° thought that 
power equalization was possibly a necessary ingredient 
for lasting acceptance of the change. 

In terms of the mechemisms which could be set up in 
support of the change process, the members of the Kettering 
Foundation-Colgate University study thought that the 
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procGss should first involve members of the organization 

who were ready to innovate and train them to transfer the 

change ideas to others less ready to innovate. Buchan^^^ 

thought that if the change program was first piloted to 

identify its "bugs" and evaluate its relative achievement 

in the "new" environment, a more positive situation would 

exist for implementation of the entire program. Wilson^^^ 

thought that experimentation and evaluation were important 

to success because proponents of a particular innovation 

were not likely to perceive the difficulties that stand 

in the way of an innovations success. Havelock^^^ and 
125 

Woods thought that when the users were initially involved 
with the change program, they needed more support in terms 
of materials, guides, consultants, workshops (etc.) than 
later in the program. If teachers, (especially) were 
helped in these initial stages, there was a greater chance 
for the program to be accepted. Of the kinds of support 
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judged to be important to the change effort, Buchan^^^ 

believed that in-service conferences, workshops, and 

parent visitations were needed; Gross, et, al,^^^ believed 

that summer training and in-service training of teachers 

to develop a positive attitude towards innovation were 
128 

needed; Nokes believed that feedback about the results 

of an action directed towards change was needed; and 
129 

Wilson (in a study of business organizations) believed 
that the use of incentives and the distribution of organi- 
zation rewards to support "new" behavior related to the 
change were needed. House^^° believed that change models 
which assumed that individuals involved in the process 
of implementation of the change program pursued common 
goals and were held accountable for their performance 
had less potential for being successful in the institu- 
tionalization of change. 
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Have lock thought that the ambiguity of goals was 

a problem in the institutionalization of change as it 

reinforced the effects of vulnerability and status. 
132 

Glines thought that the changing of administrators 
supervising the change program should be avoided > because 
when supportive a3ministrators left, they were usually 
replaced by less supporting administration. The process 
of change needed support from the administrators to be 
successful. * 

The third type cC mediating variables can be viewed 
as specific attributes of the role of the agent of change . 
These attributes affect the perceived quality of the 
change agent's performance. Many theorists have identi- 
fied clusters of these variables which they thought 
affected successful institutionalization of change. 
Although these variables should serve as guides to the 
roles and strategies followed by agents of chang they 
should not be viewed as absolute qualities describing 
successful change agents because agents* roles in 
specific organizations and for specific types of change 
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aro all dlfferont. Also, there may be n.any agents of 
change involved in each change effort, with each one 
assuming a different responsibility for the success of 
the change program. When the variables relate to one 
typo of change agent, it will be described as such, when 
the variables relate to many types of change agents, the 
term change agents will be used gonerically. 

Rogers and Shoemaker^^^- thought that a change 
agents' success in institutionalizing change positively 
related to: (1) his client orientation and empathy; 
(2) his credibility; and, (3) his efforts to urge his 
clients to increase their ability to evaluate the innova- 
tion. Greiner , in his study of top managers in 
industry, found that top managers who: (1) assumed an 
active role in evaluating the problem and arousing interest 
in accepting the d\ange; (2) attempted to share and equal- 
ize tlieir power and authority; and, (3) encouraged col- 
lective decision making, were more successful in insti- 
tutionalizing change. Lawrence*''^^, in his study of change 
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in industry, thought that acjents of change who: (1) used 
clear terms; (2) involved people in the development of 
innovations; and, (3) were concerned v;ith coordination 
and communication problems, overcame some inherent resist- 
ance to the acceptance of change, Buchanan^^^ thought 
that change agents who: (1) introduce a model for diag- 
nosing the system; (2) encourage greater self-maintenance 
and autonomy; and, (3) have a professional position outside 

the system, v;ere more successful in institutionalizing 

. 137 
change. Duncan thought utoat 'jf.ange agents who: (1) 

were acknowledged as legitimate in their role; (2) 

shared their expectations about the change process; (3) 

were sanctionfedj and, (4) shared the values of the client 

system, were more likely to be successful in institution- 

138 

alizing change, p' -ers thought that change agents who: 
(1) developed v ;-.oup feeling of safety and reduc<?d group 
def ensiveness ; (2) developed a climate of trust; (3) 
encouraged feelings to be kept in the open; and, (4) de- 
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veloped feedback mechanisms between individuals, were 

more likely to be successful change agents. Cooke and 
139 

Zaltman thought that change agents who: (1) develop 
a climate o.": trust; (2) help develop change goals which 
seem consistMt with the organization's goals; (3) seem 
competent^ communicators; (4) seem to possess good will; 
(5) seem dynamic; and, (6) develop collaborative and 
cooperative communication links, were more likely to be 
successful change agents. Miller^^° thought that: (1) 
community support; (2) superintendent support; (3) 
staff aid; (4) liason (boundary spanner) people in the 
district; (5) staff commitment; and, (6) administrative 
support, facilitated the institutionalization of the change 
program. 

Other change agent theorists have focused on singular 
attributes of the agent of change. Their variables can 
be divided into several categories related to the present 
and proposed role and position of the agents of change. 

In terms of the variables related to the present 
role and position of the agent of change, Glines*"-^^ believed 
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that if the change agent developed a climate of trust 

in the change process, he would be more likely to be 

successful in the change program. Duncan^^^ believed that 

if the change agent came from outside the system, he would 

be in a better position to establish himself as objective 

and professional, conditions important to the change effort 
143 

Havelock believed that administrators, as formal 

leaders, would have a major effect on the utilization 

of new ideas if they supported and facilitated users* 

efforts to retrieve and use the new ideas, Chesler and 
144 

Barakat believed that administrators who demonstrated 
an interest in and developed norms to support the pro- 
fessional growth of their teachers were more likely to 
be successful change agents. 

In terms of the variables related to the proposed 
roles and positions of change agents, Havolock^^^ believed 
that change agents who assumed a collaborative, non- 
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directive role m the change effort were more likely to 
bo successful. Davies^^^ believed that agents of change 
who performed like the agriculture extension agents and 
combined the roles of consultant, resource provider, 
trainer, and process helper in a change program were 
more likely to be successful. Davies^^"^ and Duncan^^® 
believed that teams of trained change agenus working to- 
gether on a change program would be more successful than 
single change agents. Beckerman^^^ believed that a joint 
inside-outside system team of change agents (rather than 
an inside team and outside team) would be more successful 
in working on a change program. The outside team members 
would work to stimulate needed program development from 
the outside and train inside team members to initiate 
the developed program from wLthin. The resources of the 
uivivetsities and research centers would be linked to the 
school districts in this effort and the needs of the school 
districts would be communicated to the resource centers. 
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Intorvei t . ng Variables — Like mediating variables, intor- 
voning variables are also believed to affect the three 
descriptors of change. Unlike the mediating variables, 
however, the intervening variables can not be easily or 
quickly introduced, developed, manipulated or altered by 
the agents of change. Unlike the mediating variables, 
these variables usually exist a priori to the change 
program. They usually define a condition in which change 
is made and which change agents should learn to cope 
rather than define a condition in which change should be 
made. Recent change theorists have prescribed organiza- 
tional development as a process to bring an organization's 
a priori intervening variables in line with the facili- 
tating prescribed intervening variables. One dr^w^/^ck to 
OD, however, is that it requires much time and effort 
before a change is introduced. Essentially, there are 
three types of intervening variables: (1) formal organi- 
zational variables; (2) informal organizational variables; 
and, (3) individual variables. If critical clusters of 
these variables can be identified and categorized by this 
study, strategies for positively affecting the institu- 
tionalization of change can be developed. 

Formal Organizational Variables — The first set of inter- 
vening variables, formal organizational variables, has 
been studied in detail in industrial organizations, but has 
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yet to bo comprehensively studied and analyzed in the schools. 
As used in this study, there are three kinds of formal 
organizational variables: (1) generic school district or 
school building variables; (2) specific school building 
variables; and, (3) specific community variables. The 
first two kinds of variables are internal to the organi- 
zation undergoing change, the third is external. 

Organizational theorists have categorized generic 
formal organizational variables in terms of; (1) centrali- 
zation; (2) size; (3) professionalism; (4) wealth; 
(5) complexity, (6) formalization; (7) differentiation; 
and, (8) stability. These variables exist at both the 
school building and school district level. „ 

A few theorists have looked at clusters of these 
variables. For example, Miles^^^ thought that schools 
with rigid vertical organizations; low levels of role 
differentiation, accountability, compulsion, and speciali- 
zation; and, a high degree of formalization in procedure, 
found it difficult to be innovative, Havelock^^^ thought 
an organization vhich had: (1) a defined division of 
labor and reward system; (2) a clear understanding of job 



150 

Mathew n. Miles, "Some Properties of Schocls in 
Social Systems," CHANGE IN SCHOOL SYSTEMS, o£. cit., pp. 
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and rolo expectations, outcomes and goals; (3) coordina- 
tion of. jobs and roles; (4) identified its weak structural 
elements to avoid overloading them; and, C5) a flexible 

structure, had an adequate structure for making changes. 

152 

Mort and Cornell''^'' found that an organization with: 

(1) an unclear division between executive authority and 
individual responsibility; (2) over centralization in the 
superintendents office; and, (3) inadequate coordination 
and leadership, was likely to impede the institutibnali- 
zation of change. Engel ^ thought that three prerequisites 
for change werej (1) decentralization of authority; 

(2) widely distributed consumer education; and, (3) fiscal 
power and choice making in education. Pincus^^^ thought 
that bureaucratic structure and incentives of schools were 
determinants shaping the process of adapting and institu- 
tionalizing an innovation. Thoropson^^^ thoukght t.hat an 
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industrial organization could be more easily changed if 
it was structurally complex and decentralized; and had 
freer communications, project orientations, and increased 
professionalism. 

In terms of centralization of an organization, most 

theorists believed that decentralization facilitated che 

institutionalization of a change program. For example, 
156 

Griffiths believed that when an organization wfts divided 
into a hierarchial structure, progressive segreqation 
occured and the more hierarchial the structure of the 
organization, the less the possibility of change. 
Uuefner^^^ and Hage and Aiken^^® (in non-profit organiza- 
tions) found that a obcentralized organizational system 
facilitated the institutionalization of change because it 
engendered greater interest and support in planning a 
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THE AIvlERICAN JOURNAL OP SOCIOLOGY, Volume 72, Number 5 
(March 1967), pp. 503-519. 



G9 



ERIC 



54 BEST COM MIM»W** 

program and greater cooperation and ccutiunici cioi: in all 
of the varied entry points of decision making. Rogers 
and Shoemaker and Havelock^^^ (in educational organi- 
zations) found that a decentralised organizational system 
facilitated the institutionalization of change because it 
engendered wider participation An the planning and imple- 
mentation phases of the change process, greater movement 
of new ideas through a system, and .greater reduction of 
fear by teachers that the central office staff were as- 
suming total control for the planning of the program,- 
Renently « "ew theorists have refined their ideas 
about centralization o?! organizations. They have argued 
that there are situations when either organizational cen-^^ 
tralization or decentralization are important to change. 
For example, Clark^^^ found that when decisions were 
fragile, a decentralized decisionmaking structure was 
more facilitative of change than a centralized structure 
while when decisions were less fragile a centralized 



155 — 

Rogers and Shoemaker, p, 314, 

^^^Havelock, PLANNING FOR INNOVATION, op, cit,. Chap- 
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decision making structure was more facilitative of change. 
162 

Havelock thought that organizations which had defined 
but flexible structures had more potential for change than 
those organizations which were eith<*r totally centralized 
or totally decentralized. 

In terms of the size of an organization, very few 
conclusive findings exist because measures of size have 
been difficult to develop or use in isolation from other 
related variables. Pincus^^^ found (in his review of the 
empirical literature) that smc'l school districts adopted 
fewer innovations than larger , However, other 
theorists (Havelock, Rogers and Shoemaker, Blau, Mort 
and Cornell) have not found significant differences in 
the nwnber of innovations institutionalized in either large 
or small districts when other school district factors were 
held constant . 

In terms of "professionalism" of school personnel, 
very little conclusive evidence also exists because clear 
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Ronald G. Havelock, "Help Scores" from a talk 
presented to the Industrial Engineering Department at the 
University of Wisconsin in March 1974.' 
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p;':tasuros of "profoasionalism ar© difficult to dovolop, 
164 

Uavolock boliovod that "profesaionaliam" of tho teach- 
ing staff: (1) increases the exchange of information; 
(2) brings greater striving to keep up with what outside 
colleagues are doing; (3) builds concern for research 
findings on developed programs; and, (4) develops a 
strong b?.se on which to assert the staff's leadership 
as promoters of change. However, other theorists have 
not found any significant direct relationships between 
teacher professionalism and institutionalization of 
change , 

In terms of wealth of a school district, the dominant 

view has been that tlie primary determinant of willingness 

to innovate was the level of per capita school spending^^^. 
166 

Hughes found that the willingness of a community to 
spend money was one of the most important factors affecting 
the an\ount of innovation undertaken by a school district. 
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167 

Havelock explained this relationship when he pointed 

out that an organization with a good financial situation 

could afford to seek out new and uncertain discoveries and 

innovations for experimentation, while an organization 

without a good financial situation could not, Pliegel 
168 

and Kivlin believed that it was not high initial cost 
which was a deterrent to adoption, but high continuing 
costs. 

In terms of complexity of an organization, Bluroberg 
ana Sc«"' beXieved that laolc of organisational 
complexity in schools was an inherent barrier to organiza- 
tional change, Aijd Thompson^^^ believed that as an organi- 
zation became more structurally complex, ijiore opportunity 
existed for change. 

Somewhat divergent conclusions have been drawn about 
the formalization of an organization, Havelock^^^ believed 

that when organizational rules, tradition, procedures. 



'Havelock, PLANNING FOR INNOVATION, 0£, cit , , 
Chapter 6, p, 9« 
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1 go 

Blumberg and Schmuck, p, 31, 

^^^Thompson, p, 1, 
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'"^Havelock, PLANNING FOR INNOVATION, o£, cit, , 
Chapter 6, p, 16, 
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behavior r and attitudes become routine^ habitual, and 

engraved over time, the natural rigidity of an organi- 

172 

zation was a barri-ar to innovation. Wiley believed that 
when rules o£ conduct were formalized and when bookkeeping 
rather than periodic review of organizational procedures 
was used, blocks to organizational change existed. Cooke 

173 • 

and Zaltroan , however, found that as formalization of 

the change agents role was established, the ichange agents 

174 

work was more effective. Hill and Hlavacek found that 

when the change process tasks were uncertain and extensive 

problem solving was necessary, orgemisations that were 

formalized and emphasized self control and member partici- 

17B 

pation in decision making were non-effective. Bennis 
thought that a system which was stable (formalized) in its 
line of command facilitated the institutionalization of 
change programs. 

Additional, specific school building variables also 
have been studied recently in relation to their affects on 



^^^Wiley, p.. 351. 
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educational change. For example, Lippitt, et al.,^*^^ 

thought that a school unit which: (1) did not set aside 

a certain amount of time for teachers' meetings; (2) 

had no rooms to hold teachers' meetings; and, (3) had 

teachers physically isolated from each other, was more 

likely to fail in the attempt at institutionalization of 

177 

change. Miles thought that schools \/ith low integration 
and low inteirdependence were less likely to be successful 
in the institutionalization of change. Brickell^^^ 
thought that the interpersonal communication links of a 
school unit facilitated the institutionalization of change 
if they were close and well-used. Lippitt, et. al.,^^**^ 
thought that schools which had regular staff meetings 
established team links, and defined horizontal links be- 
tween teams, were more likely to be successful in the 
institutionalization of change. Trump^^^ thought that 
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pp. 20-21. 
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Change was moro likely to bo succossfully institutionalized 

if the teacher was involved in formal training sessions. 
181 

Miles thought that schools which had vague, multiple, 

conflicting, emotional, aad non-measu^'ablo goals tended 

to bo less successful in the institutionalizatior* of change. 

As educational change theorists began to see that 
school systems were vulnerable to forces in the community*'*®^ 
(i.e., community voting down referendums, etc.), specific 
comroijnity variables, originally studied by sociologists 
and political scientists, were studied by educational 
theorists. Although few studies wore undertaken on the 
community characteristics in relation to the institution- 
alization of change, community values, attitudes, political 
beliefs, wealth, and geography were studied in relation to 
the innovativeness of adoptivenecs of school districts or 
communities. 

More studies have been undertaken on the relationship 
between the wealth of a community and educational innovation 
than any other community variable. Here the findings 
have been relatively consistent. For example, Mort and 
Cornell^^^, Hughes^® ^ and Havelock^®^ (in reviewing the 
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litoraturo) found that a community's financial willingnesc 
to support change efforts was an important factor in tlie 
innovativencs of a school district. 

In terns of tho geography and size of a community, 
larger more urban communities have been found to bo wore 

innovative than smaller rural communitites. For example, 

1 fir 

Mort and Cornell ' found (in their study of 36 Pennsylvania 
communities) that rural communities had a lower adaptivenoss 
index than surburban or urban coirununities. Corwin^®^ found 
(in his study of teacher corps programs) that schools lo- 
cated in larger cities in modernized states showed most 
change, while schools in smaller cities showed less change 
in those states. 

In terms of the values and attitudes of a community, 
educational theorists found that there were many dilferent 
community characteristics which related to the adapt iveness 
of a school district. Barnes^®® found that communities 
with discrepant value systems, heterogeneous populations, 
public apathy, regional isolationism, and underdeveloped 
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local governments, adversely affected the successful 

institutionalization of change. Brickell^®^ found that 

communities unwilling to pay for quality programs or 

attract professional teachers and administrators would be 

less likely to accept change programs.'' Brickell^^^ and 
191 

Watson found that communities resisted the institution- 
alization of those programs when the programs conflicted 
with their values and beliefs. Plinn^^^ found that farmers 
in communities in which innovations were viewed most 
favorably were more apt to be innovative than members of 
communities in which innovations were viewed less favorably. 
Many relations with community innovativeness were found in 
terms of community structure. Grain and Rosenthal^^^ 
found that the higher the education level in a community, 



H^^^^y ^« Brickell, "Organizing for Educational 
Change," CHANGE AND SECONDARY SCHOOL ADMINISTRATION, Glen 
P. Ovard, editor. New York: The MacMillan Company, 1968, ' 
p . 138 . 

190 

Henry A. Brickell, ORGANIZING NEW YORK STATE FOR 
EDUCATIONAL CHANGE. Albany, New York: State Educational 
Department, 1961, pp. 20-21. 
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the fewer innovations which were attempted, Clark^^^ 
found that the greater the decentralization of conununity 
power, the greater the innovativeness of a community. 

1 OK 

Mort and Cornell found that communities in which con- 
scious effort was taken to keep the public informed 
with what was going on were more innovative than communi- 
ties not concerned with public relations. 

Informal Organizational Variables — The second set of 
intervening variables, the informal organizational vari- 
ables, has been more thoroughly studied and evaluated by 
social system theorists than has the set of formal organi- 
zational variables. Most of those variables have been 
described in rela ;ion to organizational climate or health. 
If an organization's climate was thought to be adaptive 
to changing conditions it was defined as healthy^^^ and 
open. Bennis^^*^, Tye^^®. and Hughes^^^ believed that an 
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open (healthy) climate was the most important kind of 
organizational climate because it provided for the devel n- 
ment of a spirit of inquiry and choice. Havelock and 
Benne^^^ believed that a closed (unhealthy) organizational 
climate hindered the institutionalization of change be- 
cause it restricted the sharing of knowledge and ideas. 
Miles^^^ described ten features of a healthy organization. 
These weres (1) focused goals; (2) adequate communica- 
tion links; (3) equalized power bases; (4) utilized re- 
sources; (5) cohesive staff; (6) high morale; (7) 
tendency to innovativeness; (8) staff autonomy; (9) ten- 
dency to adoption; and, (10) adequate problem solving 
structure. Other theorists have described variations of 

these features in relation to the successful institutional- 

202 

ization of change. For example, Lippitt, et. al. , 
believed that change was more likely to be successfully 
institutionalized when (1) the sharing of ideas was 
encouraged; (2) teachers were recognized for their coop- 
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eration with the change process; (3) team leaders sup- 
ported and encouraged team members to experiment with 
the innovation; (4) the principal and supervisor actively 
supported the change program; (5) teachers felt that 
they had influence in the educational process; and, (6) 
the principal created a schoQl^tmosphere of sharing and 
experimentation. Hage and Aiken^^^ studied change in 
non-profit organizations and found that: (1) an increase 
in the degree of staff p rticipation; (2) an increase 
in decision making; (3) a decrease in job codification; 
and, (4) an increase in the degree of job satisfaction 
were positively related to an increase in the number of 
program changes. Watson^^^ believed that much resistance 
to change could be overcome if » (i) important teachers, 
administrators, and Board of Education members were linked 
to the change program; (2) top administrators supported 
the program; (3) the autonomy and security of the teachers 
were not threatened by the program; (4) decisions were 
collectively reached; and, (5) empathy, trust, and coop- 
eration were engendered. Bennis^^^ believed that change 
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would be more capable of being successfully institutional- 
ized if the user system wasj (1) informed eibout the 
nature and consequences of the change system; (2) allowed 
to help develop and implement the change program; and, 



(3) encouraged to develop a feeling of trust for the 



tionalization of change was more feasible if the users of 
the changes (1) were encouraged to plan for an experi- 
ment with the change; (2) given feedback on how success- 
ful they had been in the use of the change; and, (3) felt 
respected for their contribution to the chinge process. 
Gross, et. al.^^^, believed that ass (1) knowledge and 
objectivity to analyze problems were developed; and, 
(2) communication between people increased, there would 
be greater likelihood of the organization's ability to 
recognize its need for change. 

Since there are a few variables in this set of in- 
formal variables which have been though! to be particularly 
important to the institutionalization of change, five 
areas (staff attitudes and relations, supervisory - 
teacher relations, role of superintendent, role of princi- 
pal, and status of change agent) will be described in 

^°^Paul C. Buchanan, '•The Concept of Organizational 
Development, or Self-Renewal as a Form of Planned Change," 
CONCEPTS or SOCIAL CIl^^NGE, 0£. cit . , p. 7. 



agent of change. Buchanan 
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believed that the institu- 
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groator dopth. In terns of staff attitudes and relations, 
roost theorists thought that open trusting, secure staff 
relations were favorable to the institutionalization of 
change, chesler and Fox^^^ thought that where relations 
between organizational personnel were open, sharing, 
and supportive, a climate for change existed. Silverbank^°^ 
thought tJiat where: (l) channels of communication were 
open; (2) responsibilities of staff were shared (not 
compartmentalized) ; and, (3) decision making was shared, 
the organizational climate was conducive to successful 
innovation. Havelock^^^ and Mangione^^^ thought that where 
there were numerous, person-to-person open channels of 
communication among the staff, there was a greater possi- 
bility for effective knowledge transfer and feedback, a 

pre-condition for institutionalization of change, chesler 
212 

and Barakat found (in their study of Michigan schools) 
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that where peer relations were open and trusting, there 
was greater evidence of an attention to teacher innova- 
tions and ^zofasaioMl sharing*, Havelock^*'*^ thought that 
when major groups or the staff were able to ta3k to each 
other, express their feelings, and exchange ideas; they 
were ^open to obtaining many new ideas and using informa- 
tion sources inside and outside the organiz'^tion. This 
situation, too, was conducive to change, 

McCracken^^^, Rogers^^^, Wood^^^ and ;.u\^elock^^^ 
thought that where stafi members were secure and trusting 

of each other, the climate was conducive to change, 
218 

Mccracken thought that vhen there was mutual trust 

between the personnel of a school district, a common 

t 

cause could be accepted and worked upon, Rogers^^^ 
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thought that when groups felt secure, defenses were 
reduced, real feelings were expressed and individuals 
were less rigid and more opeii to chanH^tt, ^ood^^° thought 
that when individuals felt secure in an organization, they 
believed that they: (1) could create new programs and 
strategies to improve the educational program in their 
schools; and, (2) would receive needed psychological and 
financial support for their efforts to institutionalize 
innovative programs. Doak^^^ thought that when individuals 
foit cohesive and secure with other group members, they 
could actively work towrads examining alternatives which 
lead to organizational change. Thompson^^^ thought that 
an organization could be more easily changed if its members 
had positions sufficiently secure and protected from the 
status risks involved in change. 

In terms of supervisory - teacher relations (developed 
in the implementation phase of the process of change) , 
most theorists believed that open, collaborative, and 
supportive relations were conducive to change, Unruh 



^^°Wood, p. 916. 
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223 

and Turner**'' believed that it would bo difficult to 
institutionalize a change if the aupervisory-teachor 
relationship was ch&siewjfceiri'zod byj <l) poor comunica- 
tion; (2) lack of forethought; and, (3) little super- 
visory concern for rewarding and supporting the teacher's 
attempts to experiment with the change program, Hanson^ 
believed that it would be difficult tv institutionalize 
a change unless the supervisor and teacher gain consent, 

consensus, and compromise for their own perspective, 
225 

And, Bennis believed that if would be less difficult 
to institutionalize a change if a mutually deliberative 
and collaborative supervisory- teacher relationship was 
established. 

Traditionally, the role played by the superintendent 
in the institutionalization of change was, also, seen 
as crucial. Carlson " found that superintendent's 
who wore: (1) from outside the system; (2) opinion 
leaders, among superintendents; and, (3) very persuasive. 



223 

Unruh and Turner, pp. 160-161, 170. 

224 

Kenneth II. Hanson, "Planning for Changes in Kdu- 
cation," PLANNING AND EFFECTING NEEDED CHANGES IN EDUCA- 
TlOt^-; o£. cit., pp. 30, 32. 

22S| 

l^frt^^l^f p. 192. 
. ^^^CarlQon, p. 53. 



BEST cow WAiUBLE 73. 

communicative, and involved in educational activities, 
tended to adopt innovations earlier than superintendents 
without these char acteria tics. In addition, Carlson 
believed that the more innovative superintendent tended 
to J (1) have more formal education; (2) participate 
in more professional meetings, (3) bo more well-known and 
more often asked for advice; (4) hold a more prestigious 
super in tendency; (5) feel that he had more support for 
change from the school board members; and, (6) rely more 
on outside sources of information and advice than the less 

ft 

innovative superintendents. Kimbrough^ thought that the 
superintendent who was familiar with and who manipulated 
the power structure in his community facilitated the insti- 
tutionalization of change programs in his school district. 

Traditionally, also, the role assumed by the adrainis- 
trator or principal of a school unit was thought to be 

crucial to the successful institutionalization of change. 
229 

Taylo.r thought that the administrator of a school 
could not play the same role as that of a change agent b.2- 

^^"^ Ibid ., p. 64. ' 
228 

Ralph B. Kimbrough, "Power Structurus and Educa- 
tional Change," PLANNING AND EFFECTING NEKDED CHANGES IN 
EDUCATION, o£. cit., pp. 126-129. 

*^'^Hob L. Taylor, "How Effectivo is a Model for Intro- 
ducing' Planned Change," SOCIAL EDUCATION, Volume 30 (May 
1971) , p. 4D1. 
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cause ho was associated with administrative fiat, Howsam^^^ 
found that toachors were more likely to accept educational 
change programs if the principal was perceivxid as actively 
supportive of the teacher's role j.n the implementation of 
the change program. Abbott and Eidell^*^*'' thought that if 
the administrator worked to.: (1) understand the organi- 
zation as a total system; (2) support teachers in their 
experiments with the change programs; (3) develop the 
skills and tools for using information sources more ade- 
quately; and, (4) clarify the division of labor in his 
school - he would be more likely to succeed in the insti- 
tutionalization of the change program, Jung, Pox, and 
Lippitt^^^, Hage and Aiken^*^*^ and Brickoll^'^^ all found 
that innovations were more likely to b«2 accepted by 
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teachers if thoy believed that they had their administra- 
tor's support. 

23*5 

Chesler and Barakat*'*'' believed that where administra- 
tors developed norms which supported innovative, pro- 
fessional teachers, there would be a prof??ssional atmos- 
phere which was more conducive to teacher innovation and 
organizational change. Chesler and Barakat^^^ ^^^^ ^^^^ 

when staff members saw their principal as having sub- 
stantial upwards influence in relation to the superin- 
tendent, they tended to innovate more often than those 
who saw their principal as having little influence. 

The final variable in the set of informal organiza- 
tion variables which was thought to be crucial to the 
successful institutionalization of change was the kind of 

status accorded to the agent of change by the client 

237 

system. Rogers and Shoemaker V found that change agents 
who were perceived with a high degree of social status, 
cosmopolitanism, literacy, and education were thought to 
be more capable of affecting change. Briokell^^® and 
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Bennis thought that change agents who were trusted were 

240 

more successful in Institutionalizing change. Corwln 
found that vhere the change agents were judged to be 
competent but uniquely different from the staff, conflict, 



and lead to the awareness of the need for change. 

Individual User Variables — The third and final set of 

intervening variables, the set of individual user 

variables, has also been studied in depth by Change 

theorists. In general, these theorists believed that the 

\ individual user's background attitudes, values, feelings 

about the organization, and feelings about change and 

themselves directly influenced the institutionalization 

of a change progreun. Although there is a great deal of 

overlap in these areas, the relations between innovation 

and each one of these individual user characteristics will 

be described in detail. Also, since more users of change 

are teachers, rather than other professionals, most of the 

user variables wLll be realted to teachers. 

241 

Chesler and Barakat found that teachers whot 
(1) came from a background where one family member had 



tension, and friction in the organizatioh often increasdd 
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been or was now a teacher; and (2) spent more of their 

early yjars in suburban or urban areas rather than rural 

areas, tended to be more InY^ovative than teachers without 

this background. They did not find that roarital status, 

sex, age, a: number of children made a difference in teacher 

innovation. Corwin^*^ found that schools where there wast 

(1) a high proportion of teachers in a union; (2) high 

teacher competence and interdependence, (3) high teacher 

verbal ability; and, (4) highly competent boundary spanners 

(agents of change) , were more likel'» to be innovative 

than schools without these characteristics. Mort and 
243 

Cornell found that schools where teachers were from 
many different training institutions were more adaptable 
than schools where teachers were from few training insti- 
tutions. Chesler and Barakat^*^ found tliat teaohors who 
were trained in one of the academic subjects tended ~to 
share their practices with others «>ore than Ibeachers who 
were trained in education cr non-academic )^ttb:)ects. 
Sharing was significantly related to innovat:ip|>. Mort 



Corwin, REFORM AND ORGANIZATIONAL SUW'IVAL, pp. 
275-262. r rr 
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Mort and Cornell, AMERICAN SCHOOLS IN TRANSITION, 
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and Cornell and Chesler and Barakat found that the 

amount of teacher experience was related to the adaptive- 

ness of a school. They found thats (1) the greater 

the number of years a teacher had been teaching In the 

same grade or subject; and, (2) the greater the number 

of years the teacher had been teaching in the same school, 

the lower their tendency to be InnQyatlve, Also, Chesler 
247 

and Barakat found that:' (1) teachers with a moderate 
amount of experience (4-12 years) innovated more often 
than teachers with more or less experience; and, (2) tea- 
chers who reported that they spent a great deal of time 
teaching academic matierlal Innovated more than teachers 
who spent less time on these tasks. 

In terms of the attitudes and values of the individual 

OAR 

user, Hansen believed that individuals who wpie willing 

to change and were open to new experience? and ways of 

doing things were more likely to accept change programs. 

249 

Chesler and Barakat found that teachers who were more 
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open to change wore more likely to share their teaching 
practices. Teachers who seemed to innovate more were 
higher on the sharing index than those who did not, 
Havelock^^^ and Cheslor and Barakat^^^ believed that a 
person v;ould accept an innovation if it was congruent 
to his beliefs, Chesler and Barakat^^^ also found that 
staff groups having a low degree of agreement in educa- 
tional objectives tended to innovate more than staff 
groups having a high degree of . agreement. Gross, et, al,^ 

OKA 

and Mort and Cornell" believed that where organizational 
members had been asked to change before, they were more 
likely to have a favorable attitude towards changing again 
than those members of organizations where a history of 
change was absent, Havelock^^^ in education and D« -ey^^^ 
in business found that a highly dogmatic or close-minded 
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ORGAJJIZATIOIJAL CHANGE. liast Lansing, Michigan: Michigan 
State University Press, 1971, p, 20, 
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person would tend to restrict his access to and acquisition 

♦ 

of new information, a necassar^>tondition for the accep- 
tance and institutionalization 'of change. 

In terms of an individual's feeling about his job 
and his position in an organization, Chesler and Barakat^^"^ 
found that teachers who had greater commitment to the teach- 
ing profession (demonstrated by their active participation 
in professional activities) tended to innovate more 
than teachers without great commitment. Also, they 
found that teachers who were less satisfied with Jieir 
current position in the organization were less likely to 

invest a great deal of energy in innovating activities, 

258 

George and Bishop thought that where the teacher viewed 
the organizational structure as compatible to his interests 
he would believe that the climate of the organization 
was open, a situation positively affecting the successful 
institutionalization of change, Telfer^^^ thought that 
organizations in whiahj (1) staff turnover was high; 
(2) staff apathy was high, and/— administrative sup- 
port was low, were less likely to successfully institution- 
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alizQ a change program. Carlson'^ ^" believed that domosti- 
cation of tlie school staff was an obstacle to the accep- 
tance of d change progrdia.. M&ccwi^^^ bolievad that a 
younger professional staff, with lower tenure in thw 
system which had higher educational expectations for the 
children was more included to accept change programs. 
Chesler ai.i Barakaf found that in schools: (1) where 
the staff had a minimal feeling of discrepency between 
their desired and actual influence in the school; (2) where 
the staff felt fewer demands for organizational conformity; 
(3) where the staff felt that staff relations were less 
impersonal and more intimate and *^ri -ndly; and, (4) where 
the staff felt minimally alienated from life in the school, 
there was likely to be more staff innovativencss than 
schools without these characteristics. In general, for 
all of these findings, there was a positive relation 
between ataff innovativeness and-staff feelings about 
their roles, peer relations, organization norms, and , 
principal behavior. 

In terms of an individual's feeling about himself and 
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chanyo, DaJtou' ' , KrKjora and Choemaker'^^''^ and llavolock 
and Benno to? loved that unless an individual felt 
tho need to clri*»n;)o, bo \»o\ildn'"t. Oxeslex aud Btirakat" 
found that schools: (1) where teachers felt that they 
had high influence in school; (2) where teachers felt 
more respected and secure with their colleagues and princi- 
pal; and, (3) where teacher's considered themselves free 
and d)le to try new ideas and practices - tended to 
innovate more often than schools without these character- 
istics. Minz believed that even f a person was con- 
vinced of the superiority of an innovation, he would not 
try to adopt it if he believed he lacked the abilities 

♦» g Q . 

it d<^mandc>d. Havclock' believed that individuals willing 

to take risks wore more likely to innovate than those 

individuals not. 

In tenris of an individual's general tendency to be 

260 

innovative, Rogers and Shoemaker " believed that early 
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adopters (in this case - superintendents) of an innovation: 
(1) had more education; (2) were more socially partici- 
pative) {I) w«iro more exposed to mass media; <4) vere 
more cosmopolitan; (5) ^were less dogmatic; (6) could 
deal with abstractions, and, (7) had higher achievement 
aspirations for themselves than later adopters of an 
innovation. Watson^'^^ and Blumberg and Schmuck^'^^ believed 
that individuals who: (1)* were complacent, habitual, and 
dependent; and (2) felt impotent and insecure would tend 
to resist innovations. Havelock^'^^ believed that early 
adopters of medical innovation; (1) attended specialist 
meetings; (2) r.ead several professional journals; (3) 
appealed to several sources before making a judgement;, 
(4) visited demonstration sites to keep up-to-date in 
terms of their practice; and, (5) ..Resided near training 
centers, chesler and Barakat^^^ fpjjnd that educators' 
attendance in educational meetings outside their school 
district was positively related to the behavioral orienta- 
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tion of innovative practices, wolf and Piorino^^^ found 
that early adapters spent time in learning about alterna- 
tives to their practice from outside people. Havelock^^^ 
believed that those individuals who initially adapted 
new ideas did so because they were influenced by the 
opinion leaders in their group. 

MUS-E as a Chancre Procpram — in the preceding, paragraphs, 
many elements of change have been identified as affecting 
the successful institutionalization of change. However, 
these elements of change have not been directly viewed in 
relation to the institutionalization of MUS-E and, thus, 
the implications drawn from change in general to change 
in particular may be distorted and inaccurate. For this 
reason, some of the most important differences and 
characteristics of the organizational component of the 

multiunit school will be viewed in contrast to change 

programs in general. 

First, unlike many change programs, MUS-E tends to 
involve ^1 of the different kinds of change. For this 
reason, it will be difficult toi (1) isolate its change 
elements in terms of the different kinds of change > and 
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v2) relate any specific kind of change component to any 
specific mediating variable. Second, unlike many change . 
programs, MUS-E is designed to use a modified version of 
the organizational development model of changing. For 
this reason, it will be difficult to identify which pro- 
cess model: (1) is being utilized at any one point in 
time; (2) is being referred to by the respondents of 
the questionnaire; arid,. (3) is related to which specific 
mediating variable. Third, unlike most change programs, 
MUS-E acknowledges and uses the contributions of all 
the different types of agents of change. For this reason, 
•it will be difficult to accurately assess which mediating 
variable or what effect is related to each agent of change. 
Fourth, unlike most change programs, ]!<ltJS-E is a planned 
change program, explicitly and tacitly involving the 
acceptance and commitment to change on the part of those 
individuals involved in working with it. For this reason, 
it may be difficult to equate the multiunit organizational 
component of change with change programs which are not 
concerned with the individuals involved in working with 
them. And, fifth, unlike most change programs, MUS-E has 
in its design, certain facilitative mediating variables 
of change (i.e., collective decision-making, open jchool 
olimate, equalized power, shared responsibility^ etc.). 
For this reason, it may be difficult to equate the multiunit 

09 
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organizational component of change with change programs 
which do not have such facilitative mediating variables of 
change built into their design. 

In. general, the kind of change and process of changi;ig 
of MUS-E will be viewed in generic terms. Reference will 
not be made to specific types of changes or processes of 
changing. The agents of change will be viewed as adminis- 
trators or process consultants. The roles of educational 
researchers or technical consultants will- not be analysed. 
All of the variables of change will be viewed in relation 
to the institutionalization of MUS-E whether they were 
planned for in the design of MUS-E or not. 

SUMMARY OP CHANGE LITERATURE 

Only a few change theorists have been able to identify 
specific relationships between the variables of change and 
the institutionalization of change. Most change studies 
have focused on the implications of introducing new 
developments, not on the process itself. Despite the 
inconclusive findings about the important variables related 
to the institutionalization of a change, most change 
theorists believe that there are certain descriptors of 
change which need to be looked at in setting up a success- 
ful change program. Five descriptors of change (types of 
change, process of change, agents of change, mediating 
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variables, and intervenir.tj variables were used in this 
study. 

Types of Change — Change theorists have identified two, 
three, four, or five kinds of change. They have viewed 
change in many ways - in terms of what was changed, how 
much was changed, and who v^as iitfected by the change. 
Change theorists have differentiated between: (1) struc- 
tural change, technological fh&nge, and humanistic change; 
(2) new technical advances, new processes, new goals, 
and new curriculum? and, (3) new organization, new 
program, and new methodology. 

Process of Changing — Change theorists have identified 
five models or processes of changing. The traditional 
model of dianging was a problem-solving model of changing. 
Essentially, this model was concerned with the process 
of "change which went on inside the user. The second process 
model of change, the research model, was a more formal and 
systematic process approach to change. It developed be- 
cause many theorists and practitioners believed that schools 
and school districts had common problems. This process 

model of change had four phases - one of research, one 
of development, one of diffusion, and, one of institution- 
alization. The third process model of change, the social 

interaction ii»odel, presented a different perspective on 

the procesfs c£ changing. Proponents of this model disagreed 

with the bas*ic assumptions ;Under lying the research model 
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and believed that the user population was not passive and 
could not be shaped by the process of dissemination itself. 
Instead, they argued that innovations were institutional- 
ized in a school because of the woi'kings of the social 
interaction network within the school. This model focused 
on the \Ber of the change rather than on the development 
of change products .-^ The fourth process model of change 
was that of a linkage process model of changing. This 
model selectively incorporated and synthesized some of the 
phases and strategies of the other three models. It 
focused initially on the user of the change as a problem 
solver, then subsequently focused on linking the user 
to outside resources and setting up reciprocal relations 
with each. The final model of change, the organizational 
development (OD) model, adapted from the business and 
government OD models of the 1950 's formally incorporated 
and synthesized the theories of the other processes. 
Primarily, this model viewed schools as organizations and 
Innovations as change in the organization of the school. 
00 theorists viewed organizational change as change in 
the roles, authority structure, division of labor, and 
goals of the orgemization. ' 

Agents of Change — change theorists believed that there 
wer^ four kinds of roles which could be assumed by the agent 
of change. The agent of change was seen either as a 
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technical consultant, process consultant, educational 
researcher, or school administrator. If the agent of 
change was seen as a technical consultant, his role was 
viewed as similar to that of a project manager. If 
the agent of change was seen as a process consultant, his 
role was vLewed as similar to that of an organizational 
facilitator. If the agent of change was seen as an 
educational researcher, his role was viewed as similar 
to that of a project scientist. If the agent of change 
was seen as an educational administrator, his role was 
viewed as similar to that dt" an instructional leader. 

Mediating Variables — Mediating variables were those 
variables which could be introduced, developed, manipulated, 
or controlled by the agents of change. They were causal 
or "stimulus" variables which were thought to be capable 
of affecting, positively or negatively, the successful 
institutionalization of change. Mediating variables con- 
sisted of three different types of variables. The first 
type was viewed as attributes of the kinds of change. 
The perceived relative advantage, trialability, observa- 
bility, simplicity, compatibility, and ease in adoption 
were the most commonly described attributes of a change. 
The second type waa viewed as attributes of the process 
of change. The degree of aiualizod power, flexibility, 
user participation, user accountability, useful user 
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training, collective decision niaklng, sufficient assistance, 
available feedback, available research findings, clearly 
specified objectives, user involvement, and available needed 
resources were the most commonly described attributes 
of the process of dianging. The third type was viewed as 
attributes of the agent of change^ Support for user's 
attempts to adopt, concern for user's attitude about the 
change, concern for providing information and/or 
assistance to the user, concern for spending sufficient 
time with the user, and concern for promoting a facilita- 
tive and problem solving environment were the most com- 
monly described attributes of an agent of change. All 
of these variables were studied in relation to the 
institutionalization of MUS-E. % 

Intervening Variables — Intervening variables, like 
mediating variables, were believed to affect the insti- 
tutionalization of a chcmge. Unlike the aediating vari- 
ables, however, the intervening variables existed a 
priori to the change program and could not be easily 
or quickly introduced, developed, manipulated or altered 
by the agents of change. Intervening variables consisted 
of three types of variables. The first type was viewed 
in relation to the formal organizational variables at 
the school, school district, or commqnity level. At 
the school/school district level, decentralization of 
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decision making, low formalissation, high complexity, 
availability of sufficient funds, accountability of 
individuals, two-way communication channels, job speciali- 
zation, job freedom, sufficient allotted time for meetings, 
and integrative communication links were the most commonly 
described intervening variables. At the community level, 
congruent value systems, high public interest in education, 
cosmopolitan population, effective local govornroent, and 
willingness to pay for education were the most commonly 
described intervening variables. The second type was 
viewed in relation to the informal organizational vari- 
ables at the school or school district level. An inte- 
grative communication network, high staff cooperation and 
cohesion, high administrative support to work with 
educational programs, high staff feeling of power in 
influencing the goals and policies of the school district, 
and open environment were the most commonly described 
intervening variables. The third type was viewed in 
relation to the individual variables of the administrator 
or user of the change. For the administrator, professional 
mobility, achieved status in system, persuasiveness, 
graduate education, interest and activity in professional 
meetings, feeling of security, and reliance on outside 
information were the most commonly described intervening 
variables. For the user, moderate educational experience 
(between three and twenty years) , graduate education. 
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achieved status in the system, high achievement orientation, 
tolerance and acceptance of change, feeling of individual 
power in influencing the policies and programs of the 
school/school district, tolerance of aabiguity, acceptance 
of taking risks, and acceptance of group work were the most 
commonly described intervening variables. All of these 
variables were studied in relation to the institutionali- 
zation of MUS-E. 
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CHAPTER II 

THE PROBLEM AND DESIGN OP THE STUDY 

The design for this study followed a standard re- 
search study format. A statement of the problem was 

developed and hypotheses and emcillary questions were 
established about the relationship of certain selected 

variables of change to the institutionalizaticn of the 
organizational component of the multiunit school (MUS-E) • 
Several descriptive organizational change questionnaires 
were designed to measure respondents perceptions about 
the nature of the change process and test the research 
hypotheses and questions. These questionnaires were 
distributed to a selected sample, of unit teachers, unit 
leaders, principals, district coordinators, and super- 
intendents in multiunit elementary schools and school 
districts across the country. Before the questionnaires 
were distributed they were judged for content and format 
construct validity and piloted for determination of their 
reliability estimates, 

I9hen the questionnaires were returned, the question- 
naire items were scored and transformed, and four 
analyses were performed on the data. First, reliability 
estimates were obtained on the items alone, on the items 
in clusters (as identified a priori) , and on each question 
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naire. Second, a factor analysis with axis rotation was 
run on the data to identify those variables which tended 
to cluster together to form distinct, common underlying 
factors affecting successful institutionalization of the 
organizational component of the multiunit school. 
Third, a stepwise multiple regression analysis was run 
on the factored or extracted variables to identify the 
amount of variance which could be attributed to the 
identified combinations of variables in predicting suc- 
cessful institutionalization. And, fourth, a one way 
analysis of variance was run on several variables related 
to the individual nature of the respondents. Each of 
these steps in the design of the study will be described 
in greater detail in the following sections of this 
chapter and chapter III. 

PURPOSE OP THE STUDY 

The purpose of this study was to: (1) identify 
some of the variables and critical clusters of the 
variables of change which were directly involved in the 
successful institutionalization of the organizational 
component of the multiunit elementary school; and, (2) 
begin <to identify those elements of change which might 
be implicitly involved in the successful institutionali- 
zation of educational diange in general. The following 



108 



BEST copy W/UUBLE 93 

hypotheses were examined: 

(1) There is no relationship between the perceived 
existence of the mediating variables of the 
organizational component and the degree to which 
the organizational component is successfully 
institutionalized. 

(2) There is no relationship between the perceived 
existence of the mediating variables of the pro- 
cess of changing and the degree to which the 
organizational component is successfully insti- 
tutionalized. 

^ (3) There is no relationship between the perceived 

existence of the mediating variables of the agents 
of change and the degree to which the organiza- 
tionai component is successfully institutionalized. 

(4) There is no relationship between the perceived 
existence of the intervening » formal organiza- 
tional variables and the degree to which the 
organizational component is successfully insti- 
tutionalized. 

(5) There is no relationship between the perceived 
existence of the intervening » informal organi- 
zational variables and the degree to which the 
organizational component is successfully insti- 
tutionalized. 

(6) There is no relationship between the perceived 
existence of the intervening, individual vari- 
ables and the degree to whicii the organizational 
component is successfully institutionalized. 

The following ancillary questions were investigated: 

(1) What Is the relationship between each mediating 
variable of the organizational component and 
the degree to which the organisational component 
is successfully institutionalized. 

(2) What is the relationship between each mediating 
variable of the process of cha.tging and the de- 
gree to which the organizational component is 
successfully institutionalized. 

(3) What is the relationship between each mediating 
variable of the agents of. change and the degree 
to which the organizational component is success- 
fully institutionalized. 
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(4) What is the relationship between each inter- 
vening, formal organizational variable and the 
degree to which the organizational component 
is successfully institutionalized, 

(5) What is the relationship between each inter- 
vening, informal organizational variable and the 
degree to which the organizational component is 
successfully institutionalized. 

(6) What is the relationship between each inter- 
vening, individual variable and the degree to 
which the organizational component is success- 
fully institutionalized. 

The definition of terms critical to this study are as 

follows: 

(X) Mediating variables are m^nipulable variables 
believed to hinder or facilitate the successful 
institutionalization of the organizational 
component of the multiunit elementary school. 

1 

(2) The facilitative, mediating variables of the 
organizational component of the multiunit ele- 
mantary school are the component's perceived t 

(1) relative advantage in aiding instructional 
programming; (2) simplicity; (3) Compatibility 
with user, staff, school district, and community; 

(4) trialability; (5) observability; and, 

(6) nase in adoption. 

(3) The facilitative, mediating v trt ,Mes of the 
process of changing are the r ;-c» i.- red existence 
oft (1) equalized power; '2^ Viar accounta- 
bility; (3) user participati >n; .4) useful 
user training; (5) collective aec is ion-making; 
(6) sufficient assistance; (7) available re- 
search findings; (8) available feedback 
mechanisms; (9) clearly specified objectives; 
(10) user involvement; (li) available needed 
resources; and, (12) problem fi,^lving meetings 
scheduled when needed. 

(4) The facilitative, mediating variables of the 
agents of change are the perceived existence 
or the agents' t (1) support for the user in 
helping him to adapt to the requirements of the 
organizational component; (2) concern for the 
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user's attitudes towards the organizational 
component; (3) concern for demonstrating and 
providing information about the organizational 
component; (A) concern for spending sufficient 
time with the individual user; (5) concern for 
developing a facilitative and problem-solving 
environment, and, '(6) concern for encouraging 
and supporting user to experiment with organi- 
zational component requirements, 

(5) Intervening variables are less easily manipulable 
variaoies believed to hinder or facilitate the 
successful institutionalization of the organiza- 
tional component even when the mediating vari- 
ables of the organizational component, process 

of changing, and agents of change are qualitative- 
ly meucimi zed. 

(6) At the school district and school building level, 
the facilitative, intervening, formal organi - 
zational variables are: (1) decentralization 

of aecision-making; (2) low formalization; 

(3) high complexity; (4) accountability of 
individuals; (5) availability of sufficient 
funds; (6) two-way communication channels; 
(7) job specialization; and, (8) freiedom 
of individuals to control jobs, 

(7) At the school building level, the facilitative, 
intervening, formal organizational variables 
aret (1) sufficient allotted time for in- i 
structional unit and administrative unit meetings; 
(2) staff heterogeneity; (3) high individual 
and collective faculty accountability; and, 

(4) integrative communication links, 

(8) At the community level, the facilitative, inter- 
vening, formal organize. tional variables are: 

(1) congruent community value systams; (2) 
a homogeneous population; (3) a high public 
interest in education; (4) a cosmopolitan 
population; (5) an effective local government; 
and, (6) a willingness to pay for educational 
programs • 

(9) At the school district and school building level, 
the facilitative, intervening informal organi- 
zational variables are: (1) an integrative, 
communication network; (2) high staff coopera- 
tion; (3) high admininitrative support and 
encouragement for working with changes; (4) a 
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high staff feeling of power In helping to 
determine educational goals and policies; 
(5) high staff cohesion; and, (6) an open 
environment. 

(10) The facultative, intervening, individual * 
variables of an administrator involved in 
worKing with the muitiunit program are vari- 
ables associated with an administrator'st 

(1) profecsional mobility; (2) achieved status 
and influence in the system;* (3) persuasiveness; 
(4) graduate education; (5) high interest and 
activity in professional meetings and associa- 
tions; (6) high feeling of security; and, 
(7) high awareness of recent development^ in 
education. 

(11) The facultative, intervening, individual 
variables of a user are the variables associated 
with a user's (1) length of teaching or admin- 
istrative experience (i.e. - not more than 
twenty years); (2) low tenure in the system; 
(3) graduate education; (4) high achievement 
orientation; (5) tolerance and acceptance of 
change; (6) acceptance of autonomy; (7) 
tolerance and acceptance of ambiguity; (8) 

high feeling of individual power in helping 
to determine educational programs and policies 
within the school or school district; (9) 
acceptance of taking risks; and, (10) accep- 
tance and liking for sharing job techniques with 
others. 

(12) The degree of successful institutionalization 
of the organizational component o£ the multl- 
unit elementary school program is measured by 
the mean of the perceptions (of the relative 
advantage of the organizational component in 
aiding instructional programmina) of the 
respondents to the questionnaires. 



THE POPULATION AND SAMPLE 
The unit of investigation for this study consisted 
of all the muitiunit elementary schools in the United 
gta tea which had begun the implementation of the organize- 
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tional coinponent of the multiunit system in 1970-71.. A 
list of the schools and school districts satisfying this 
criterion was obtainod from the 1971-72 Multiunit School 
District Directory (Madison, Wisconsinj Wisconsin Re- 
search and Development Center for Cognitive Learning, 
1972) , Altogether, 349 schools in 214 school districts 
satisfied this criterion. Since the aim of the study was 
to develop a change model applicable to many schools and 
school districts, schools from all the school districts 
were included in the study. 

The population of multiunit schools included! 
(1) schools from fourteen states (California, Colorado, 
Connecticut, Illinois, Indiana, Massachusetts, Minnesota, 
Nebraska, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, South Carolina, 
Virginia, and Wisconsin.); (2) schools from most geogra- 
phical areas except the Deep South and Southwest; (3) 
schools from rural, suburban and urban areas; and, (4) 
schools from communities of varying size, wealth, govern- 
ment, and occupation. (See Appendix A for a list of the 
population and sampled school districts.) Although the 
population of multiunit schools is not statistically 
representative of the total population of schools across 
the country, it was belibVed that the population of multi 
unit schools was characteristic of many different kinds 
of schools, school districts, and school comiriunities at 
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varying levels of Institutionalization of MUS-E* As 
such, there is some support for generalizing from the find- 
ings about innovation in maltiunit schools to innovation 
in the population of schools across the United States* 

The respondent population for this study consisted 
of all those individuals who had been involved directly 
in the Institutionalization of the organizational com- 
ponent of the multiunit programs since 1970-71* Five 
types of respondents were involved; unit teachers, unit 
leaders, school principals, district coordinators, and 
superintendents. The positions for unit leaders and 
district coordinators were specifically created by the 
multiunit program. 

Since the population of respondents was believed to 
be too large for inclusion in the study, a sample of 
respondents was selected from each school district* The 
number of respondents selected from each district varied 
with the number of multiunit schools in the district; 
districts with two or more multiunit schools had more 
respondents than districts with only one multiunit school. 
In general, the super inte«.dent and district coordinator 
(if the position existed) from each school district were 
included in the study while six unit teachers, two unit 
leaders, and one school principal were selected from 
school districts with one multiunit school* Twelve unit 
teachers, four unit leaders, and two school principals 
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were selected froir; school districts with two, three, or 
four multiunit schools. This ratio of six unit teachers, 
two unit leaders, and one school principal was kept 
constant for school districts with more than four multi- 
unit schools I but, the numbers sampled varied with the 
amount of cooperation Ifrom the school district. 

Of the 214 school districts in the population, 166 
school districts (78% of the population) agreed to and 
actually did participate in the study. Of the 214 school 
districts in the population; 166 (78%) agreed to and did 
participate in the study, 21 (10%) indicated that they 
would like to participate but did not feel that their 
multiunit schools pssessed the characteristics requested 
for the study, 14 (6%) refused to participate in the 
study and I'i (6%) agreed to participate but did not re- 
turn the questionnaires. Of the 349 schools in the popu- 
lation/ 2o 6 schools (59% of the population) agreed to and 
actually did participate in the study-. (See Table I for 
the ex49t figures on the population and sample of schools 
and school districts.) These figures were assumed to be 
large sncugh to support generalization from the sample to 
the population of multiunit schools and school districts. 
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TABLE 1 

STUDY POPULATION AND SAMPLE OP 
SCHOOL DISTRICTS AND SCHOOLS 







Popu- 
lation 


Pilot 
Sample 


Study 
Sample 


Total 
Sample 


% of Popu- 
lation 


Number of 
School Dis- 
tricts 


214 


20 


146 


166 


78% 


Number of 
Schools 


349 


26 


180 


206 


59% 



Instrumentation and Pilot Study 

Instrument Content — The instruments used in this study 
were descriptive change questionnaires. (See Appendix 
B for the final questionnaires.) Five different question- 
naires were developed for the five different respondent 
groups: • unit teachers, unit leaders/ principals, district 
coordinators, and superintendents. Essentially, all the 
questionnaires were similar in that they measured (when 
applicable), the relationship of the major variables of 
change (identified in the literature roviev;) to the 
institutionalization of MUS-B. (See Figure I for a list 
of the specific variables measured by these questionnaires.) 
The queotionnairos differed in that the referent points 
(i.e. instructional unit level for unit teacher, adminis- . 
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trative unit level for unit leader, school building level 
for principal, and school -district level for district 
and superintendent) for each respondent group varied. 

!• Categories of Variables 

A. Mediating variables 

B. Formal intervening variables 

C. Informal intervening variables 

D. Individual user variables 



II. Mediating Variables of Change 

A* Pacilitative mediating variables of the 
organizational component itself 

1. Relative advantage 

2. Compatibility with individual user and 
others (colleagues, subordinates, other 
district personnel, school board members 
and community) 

3. Simplicity 

. 4. Trialability 
. 5. Observability 
6. Ease in adoption 

B. Pacilitative mediating variables of the pro- 
cess of changing 

1. Equalized power 

2. User participation 

3. User accountability 

4. Useful user training 

5. Collective decision making 

6. Sufficient assistance 

7. Available feedback mechanisms 

8. Available research findings 

9. Clearly specified objectives 

10. Available needed resources 

11. User involvement 

12 . Problem solving meetings scheduled when 
needed 

C. Pacilitative mediating variables of the agents 
of change 
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1. Support for user's attempts to adapt to 
the organizational component 

2. Concern fbr user's attitude about the 
organizational component 

3. Concern for providing information and/or 
assistance to the user 

4. Concern for spending sufficient time 

• with the user to help him adapt to the 
organizational component 

5. Concern for promoting a facilitative and 
problem solving environment 

6. Concern for encouraging and supporting 
user to experiment with organizational 
component requirements 

III. Formal Intervening Variables of- Change ^ 

Facilitative intervening variables at the 
sohool'district and school building level 

1. Decentralization of decision making 

2. Low formalization 

3. High complexity — 

4. Availability of sufficient funds 

5. Accountability of individuals 

6. Two-way communication channels 

7. Job specialization 

8. Freedom of individuals to control own jobs 

Facilitative intervening variables at the 
school building level 

1. Sufficient allotted time for meetings 

2. Integrative communication links 



A. 



D. 



C. Facilitative intervening variables ^t the 
community llvel 

1. Congruent value systems 

2. High public interest in education 

3. Cosmopolitan population 

4. Effective local government 

5. Willingness to pay for educational programs 

IV. Informal Intervening Variables of Change 

A. Facilitative intervening variables at the 
school district or school building level 
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1, Integrative communication network 

2, High staff cooperation 

3, High staff cohesion 

4, High administrative support and encour- 
agement to work with educational programs 

5, High staff feeling of power in helping to 
determine educational goals and policies 

6* Open environment 

V, Individual Intervening Variaibles of Change 

A, Facilitative intervening variables of admin- 
istrators 

1« Professional mobility 

2, Achieved status and influence in the system 
3 • Persuasiveness 

4, Graduate education 

5, High interest and activity in professional 
meetings 

6, Feeling of security 

?• High awareness of recent developments in 
education 

B. Facilitative intervening variables of indi- 
vidual users 

!• Moderate teaching experience (not more 
than 20 years and not less than 3 years) 

2, Low tenure in system 

3, Graduate education 

4, Achieved status in the system 

5, High achievement orientation 

6 • Tolerance and acceptance of change 

7, Feeling of individual power in helping 
to determine educational policies and 
programs in the school or school district 

8, Acceptance of group work 

9, Acceptance of taking risks 

Figure 1, VARIABLES OF CHANGE MEASURED BY THE 
ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE QUESTIONNAIRES 
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All the items on the questionnaires wore eventually 
written in either Likert format (scaled ratings of 1-5) 
multiple • choice y or blank completion format. Initially 
only scaled items (rated 1 Strongly Agree, 2 - Agree , 
3 - Neither Agree nor Disagree, 4 - Disagree, and 5 - 
Strongly Disagree) , designed to measure the individual 
respondent's perception or judgement as to whether that 
variable was involved in the institutionalization of the 
MUS-E, were used. The multiple choice items and blank 
completion items were added to the questionnaires after 
the pilot study. They were designed to obtain a better 
description of certain importemt variables of change 
already rated in the set of scaled items. (See Figure 2 
for a list of the variables measured by these items.) 

I. Categories of Variables 

A. Mediating variables 

B« Formal intervening variables 

C. Informal intervening variables 

D« Individual user variables 

II. Mediating Variables 

A. Amount and kind of user involvement in setting 
up the MUS-E 

B« Kind of innovations user encouraged to experiment 
with 

C« Amount of time agents of change spend with users 
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III. Formal Intervening Variables of the School Bistrict 
and School Building Level 

A. Kinds of activities which have established rules 
and procedures - 

B. Nximber and kind of supportive services 

C. Degree of opportunity provided user for partici- 
pating in decision making 

D. Kind of input user allowed to make in decision- 
making 

E. Kind of communication exchange used 



IV. Informal Intervening Variables at the School District 
or School Building Level 

A. Kind of communication exchanges used 

B. Kind of cooperation developed by staff 

C. Amoiint of tiTue superordinate allows subordinates 
to spend witii him 



V. Individual User Variables 

A. Degree of achievement orientation 

B. Amount of education 

C. Degree of tolerance of innovations 

D. Degree of willingness to experiment with innovations 
E* Years of teaching and/or administrative experience 

in school district 
P. Years of total teaching and/or administrative 
experience In all school districts 



Figure 2. VARIABLES OF CHANGE MEASURED BY THE MULTIPLE 
CHOICE AND BLANK C0t4PLETI0N ITEMS ON THE 
QUESTIONNAIRES 
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Instrument Development — Since the instruments were: 
(1) designed specifically for this study; (2) multi- 
factored, (including many \ariables of change); and, (3) 
concerned with measuring individual perceptions - elabor- 
ate procedures were used to ascertain the reliability 
and validity estimates of the instruments. The validity 
estimate of each questionnaire was determined before the 
questionnaires were distributed to the final study sample. 
Because it was statistically impossible to obtain pre- 
dictive validity estimates for the questionnaires, format 
and construct validity estimates alone were ascertained 
from carefully selected respondents. Validity estimates 
were defined in verbal terms and were analyzed in several 
stages. Because it was difficult to get the respondents 
to react to five questionnaires, only the unit teacher 
questionnaire was used in this process. Since the ques- 
tionnaires were judged to be similar in variables and 
format, it was assumed that needed revisions in the unit 
teacher questionnaire represented needed revisions in the 
other questionnaires. Items (judged similar) which were 
dropped, reworded, or reworked on the unit teacher 
questionnaire al/so were revised on the other questionnaires. 

In the first step, a general estimate of the format 
and construct validity of the questionnaires (taken glob- 
ally) was ascertained with the help of tv/enty-six graduate 
bvuuents ixi LiiO Ci.*^c4iti^awioi»ui behavior Cla&« (Pall Tc^m, 

12S 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 

1972) of the University <f Wisconsin Department of Educa- 
tional Administration. Many of these students had been 
teachers or administrators in schools across the country 
so it was assumed that they would be similar to many of 
the actual respondents to the questionnaires. Students 
were asked to: (1) delete those questions thought to 
be unnecessary or unrelated to the institutionalization 
of innovations; (2) rewrite those questions thought to 
be vague or poorly phrased; and, (3) combine those ques- 
tions thought to be redundant. All questions which were 
deleted by more than 50% of the students were deleted from 
the questionnaire, and, all questions which were questioned 
by more than 20% of the students were re-analyzed and 
revised and/or rewritten. 

In the second step, a jury of twelve multiunit re- 
searchers, practitioners, or evaluators were asked to judge 
the content construct validity of the newly modified unit 
teacher qiestionnaire. Pour of these individuals were 
members of the Individually Guided Education (I.G.E.) 
Implementation Team at the Wisconsin Research and Develop- 
ment Center and had been unit leaders or school principals 
in multiunit schools in Wisconsin. Three of these indi- 
viduals were or had been members of the Wisconsin State De- 
partment of Instruction's I.G.E. evaluation team and, five 
of these individuals were professors in the University of 
Wisconsin's Department of Educational Administration and 
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were involved in research, design, or evaluation of varied 
components of the X.6.E. program. As before, the jury 
members were asked to delete, rewrite, or combine items 
on the questionnaire. In addition, they were asked to 
suggest items not included on the questionnaire which 
they thought related to the institutionalization of change 
programs in general or the MUS-E component in particular. 
They were provided with a list of the variables which 
were included in the questionnaires. Questions which were 
deleted, rewritten, or combined by two or more individual 
meioAbers of the jury were re-analyzed and/or deleted. Only 
questions which were judged by nine or more members of the 
jury to have "construct" validity were retained. 

After the second step, the questionnaires were piloted 
In 26 schools and 20 school districts in Wisconsin. From 
the findings on the reliability estimates of the question- 
naires (see the section on the pilot study) , further 
construct validity development was judged necessary. 

In the third step, another jury of fifteen organi- 
zational theorists and students were asked s (1) to 
judge the construct validity of the pilot unit teacher 
questionnaire, and (2) to critique a list of change 
variables which ware used in the questionnaire. Two of 
these individuals were professors in the University of 
Wisconsin's School of Business who were involved in 
organizational developnent research and thirteen of these 
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individuals were graduate students in the Organizational 
Development Seminar (Spring 1973) of the University of 
Wisconsin School of Business. Many of these individuals 
were or had been administrators in non-profit and profit 
organizations. As a result of this step, three additional 
change variables were added to the questionnaires and 
ten items were rewritten in a different format. Instead 
of all ,the items being written in a Likert scale framework, 
a few (judged very important) were rewritten in a multiple 
choice format. The jury of organizational theorists 
thought that more descriptive information about a parti- 
cular variable could be obtained with multiple choice . 
rather than Likert scaled items. 

In the fourth step, five individuals (a member of 
the I.G.E. Implementation Team, a professor in the School 
of Business, and three professors in the Departmeac of 
Educational Administration) who had seen the pilot 
versions of the questionnaire were shown the latest version. 
They commented globally on the format, item construction 
and list of change variables provided to represent the 
items included in the questionnaire. Six of the newly 
formed items were rewritten to reflect the situation in 
a multlunit school. All the other items on the question- 
naire were accepted by four or more of these individuals; 
\ the other four questionnaires were rewritten; and the 
questionnaire (s) were ready for the final study. 
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Pilot Study - The reliability estimates of the question- 
naires and further refinement of the construct validity 
(described earlier) of the items on the questionnaires 
were ascertained in a pilot study. In this study, the 
five organizational change questionnaires were sent to 
20 selected school districts and 26 schools in Wisconsin. 
Altogether, 263 questionnaires were sent out and 216 
questionnaires (82%) wore returned. (See Table II for 
the exact breakdown in the rate of return for each of the 
five questionnaires.) 

In order to ascertain the reliability estimates of 
the questionnaires, Program TSTAT (developed by Dennis 
W. Spuck for the Wisconsin Information Systems for Edu- 
cation) was used. Program TSTAT provided item and scale 
emalyses for forced choice answer scales. It computes 
alpha-coefficients of internal consistency (inter-item 
homogeneity) for identified scales and item correlation 
coefficients with scale and total test. Program TSTAT 
was used because the questionnaires were designed with 
different factors or clusters of items, which taken to- 
gether were believed to define a comnon factor, the 
institutionalization of MUS-E. Alpha-coefficients were 
calculated to attain a measure of each cluster's (scale) 
consistency with the total test. As such, the index of 
each scale's alpha coefficient indicated what proportion 
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TABLE II 

ORGANIZATIONiX CHANGE QUESTIONNAIRE: RATE OP RETURN FOR THE 
PILOT SAJIPLE BY RESPONDENT GROUP 



RESPONDENT 
GROUP 


NUMBER OF 
SENT OUT 


NUMBER OF 
UU£aTlUNNAIRES 
RETURNED 


PER CENT OF 
QUESTIONNAIRES 
RETURNED 


UNIT 
TEACHER 


150 


116 


77 


UNIT 
LEADER 


58 


.49 


• 

84 


SCHOOL 
PRINCIPAL 


26 


23 

• 


88 


DISTRICT 
COORDINATOR 


11 • 


11 


10.0 


SUPERINTENDENT 18 


17 


94 


TOTAL 

(ALL GROLPS) 


263 


216 


82 



Of the variance of the composite of all the factor was due 
to conunon factors (institutionalization of MUS-E) among the 
scales of the test. A similar measure of inter- item 
reliability was applied to relate each item to its cluster 
(scale) and each item to the total test, A test was inter- 
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pretable only if it was found to have anbntantial internal 

276 

consistency, i.e., with an alpha > ,79 . 

Program TSTAT was used for all five questionnaires , 
but it was only analyzed statistically for the unit teacher 
questionnaire where the number of respondents (116) was 
thought to be large enough for statistical analysis and 
interpretation. Measures obtained for the other four 
questionnaires were viewed descriptively and were used as 
additional information when the items on these question- 
naires (as thoy related to the items on the unit teacher 
questionnaire) were re-analyzed for the final study. 

In the analysis of program TSTAT' s reliability 
estimates for the unit teacher questionnaire, items which 
had a correlation coefficient of less than .50^^^ either 
with their assumed subscale or with the total question- 
naire and scales which had an alpha coefficient of less 
than .50 with the total questionnaire were re-analyzed. 
Items were to be removed and scales were to be re-organized 
if in the re-analysis: (1) it was judged that the 
literature did not empirically support their inclusion; and, 
(2) it was thought that the variables themselves did not 



fcnong educational researchers, it is common consensus 
to use these cut-off points for interpretability of question* 
nairos and relationships of items and factors. 
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uniquely contribute to the understanding of the Institu- 
tionalization of the MUS-E, Altogether, 43 Items (of 
the 100 Item test) and four scales needed to be re-analyzed* 
(See Table III for the alpha coefficients for the sub- 
scales and total questionnaires*) 

Before the Items or scales were revised, the Items 
were separated Into their scales since It was thouaht 
that there was a relationship between an Item wlti* a low 
coefficient and that Item In a scale with a low coefficient* 

When the Items were separated by scales, 9 Items 
were found to be In scales I-IV and VIII, and 34 Items 
were found to be In scales V-VII and IX* Since the 9 
Items In scales I-IV and VIII were In scales with alpha 

« 

coefficients > *75, and since it was judged thatt (1) 
they did not add significantly to the error variance for 
their scale; and, (2) they were uniquely important to 
the understanding of the institutionalization of MUS-E, 
they were not dropped from the questionnaire* Since the 
34 items in scales V-VII and IX were in scales with alpha 
coefficients < *50, both the items and scales were re- 
analyzed* Seven items (representing five variables t the 
heterogeneity of the school building or school district 
staff, the geographical background of the school or school 
district staff, the homogeneity of the community, user's 

« 

acceptance of autonomy, and user's acceptance of ambiquity) 
were dropped from the questionnaire since it was judged 
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TABLE III 

PILOT STUDY UNIT TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRES! ALPHA COEPPICIENTS 
FOR THE NINE SUBSCALES AND TOTAL TEST 



SUBSCALE NATIE ALPHA COEFFICIENT 



I, Degree of Institutionalization 

of MUS-E ,8949 



II, Mediating Variables of 
MUS-E Itself 


• 7833 


III, Mediating Variables of Process 
of Changing 


• 7595 


IV, Mediating Variables of Agents 
of Change and Administrators 


• 6850 


V, Formal Intervening Variables 
at School District Level 


« 


VI, Formal Intervening Var4.ables 
at School Level 


.2058 


VII, Formal Intervening Community 
Variables 


• 

• 4953 


• 

VIII, Informal Intervening Variables 

at School and School District Level 


• 7629 


IX* Individual Intervening User 
Variables 


•2^7723 


X. Total Test 


• 9235 
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that they did not fuliiill either of the two conditions 
described above. Eleven items were combined with other 
related items and sixteen items were written in a multiple 
choice format. All four scales were reorganized with the 
introduction of new variables in multiple choice format. 
It was thought that the re-organization of the ques- 
tionnaire would improve both its construct validity and 
internal consistancy. 

Since the over-all alpha coefficient for the unit 
teacher questionnaire was .9235, and since the over-all 
alpha coefficients for the other four questionnaires 
were between .5420 and .9445, it was thought that the 
reliability of each questionnaire was high enough to be 
useful in understanding the institutionalization of the 
MUS-E in particular and innovations in general. 

Data Gathering Procedure 

The procedures followed in gathering data for the 
study were similar in both the pilot and final sample. 
Initially, the superintendent of each school district 
was sent a package of information about the study and a 
letter requesting permission to include his school dis- 
trict and multiuiiit schooa (s) in the study. The letter 
described: (]) the nature and focus of the study j 
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(2) the procedures tc be fbllowed in obtaining the data; 

(3) the criteria for selectina school district personnel 
to participate in the study; and, (4) the nuinber of 
respondents desired for each group. The number of <r 
respondents for each school district were determined 
before hand according to the procedures specified in the 
population section. An abstract of the study and a sample 
(unit teacher) questionnaire were also included in the 
package of material so that the superintendent's decision 

as to whether io participate in the study or not would be 
facilitated. 

In the pilot study, all the superintendents were 
phoned a week after they were to have received the request 
and asked whether they were willing to allow their dis- 
trict to participate i»» the study. Additional information 
also was received at this time (i.e., whom to send the 
questionnaires to for distribution) . 

In the final study a post card was included with the 
material so that the superintendent (or his designate) 
could respond to the request for assistance by merely 
filling out a card as to: (1) whether the school district 
was willing or unwilling to participate in the stvidy; 

and, (2) whom to send the questionnaires to for district- 
wide distribution. (Sco Aopendix C for a copy of the letter 
anH study c'br»i'r'T*t For»4« ♦•h** «tiin*!>>*.i nf *>ndf»*it. ) 
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In the i final study, all school districts not returning 
the post card within two weeks were phoned and the super- 
intendent (or his designate) was asked about the willing- 
ness of his school district to participatie in the study. 
In some cases the superintendent agreed to participate, 
but changed the number of questionnaires to be used. 
In other cases, he indicated that he could not coropell 
the schools in his district to participate and that it 
would be better to call the principals of the schools 
(meeting the criteria for the study) directly. These 
suggestions were followed, so two or more distribution 
centers (school district and school building) were often 
arranged for one school district. In some cases, (i.e. 
in larger school districts), the superintendent indicated 
that the office of research (department of curriculum 
development, etc.) was reviewing the questionnaire and 
would return the post card and handle the distribution 
(if there was one). 

When the information for each school district was 
received, the number of specified questionnaires were 
packaged for distribution. Each individual responsible 
for distributing the questionnaires was sent a cover 
letter explaining the procedure and criteria for selecting 
respondents to fill out the questionnaires. Bach question- 
naire had a cover letter describing the nature and focus 
of the study and a self-addressed return envelope. (See 
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Appendix C for a copy of a respondent's cover letter.) 
Cover letters were addressed by name to principals, dis- 
trict coordinators, and superintendents; but not to unit 
teachers and imit leaders, A return envelope was included 
with each questionnaire because it was thought that it 
would s (1) expedite matters for the person distributing 
questionnaires; (2) ensure confidentiality for the 
respondents; and, (3) encourage honest responses. 

. The degree of school disttict participation and the 
rate of return of the questionnaires reflect the person- 
alized procedures used in gathering the data. Of the 
214 school districts in the population; 166(78%) agreed 
to and did participate in the study, 21 (10%) indicated 
that they would like to participate but did not feel 
that their roultiunit schools possessed the characteristics 
requested for the study, 14 (6%) refused to. participate 
in tha study and 13 (6%) agreed to participate but did not 
return the questionnaires. The degree of participation 
was standard for survey questionnaires and was high enough 
to reflect adequate representation of the population. 

In terms of the rate of return of the questionnaires 
in the pilot study, 216 (82%) of the 265 distributed 
questionnaires were returned. In the final study# 1251 
(61%) of the 2034 distributed questionnaires # were returned. 
(See Table IV for a return rate for the two studies.) It 
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TABLE IV 

ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE QUESTIONNAIRE! RATE OP RETURN 
FOR PILOT AND STUDY BY • RESPONDENT GROUP 



Name 
of 

Study 


Unit 
Teacher 


Unit 
Leader 


Prin- 
cipal 


District 
Coordin- 
ator 


Superin- 
tendent 


Total 
Respon- 
dents 


SENT 


150 


58 


26 


11 


18 


9 265 


RETURNED 


116 


49 


23 


11 


17 


216 


% PILOT 
* 


77% 

* 


84% 


88% 


100% 


94% 


82% 


SENT 


1198 


393 


180 


119 


145 


2034 


RETURNED 


688 


258 


121 


78 


107 


1251 


% FINAL 


58% 


66% 


67% 


66% 


74% 


61% 



was noted that the individuals contacted personally 
phoned or written to) were more likely to fill out and 
return the questionnaires than those referred to as "Dear 
Unit Teacher." Also, it was noted that individuals higher 
in the school district hierarchy (i.e. - superintendent 
and principal) were more likely to fill out and return 
the questionnaires than those individuals lower in the 
school district hierarchy. The rate of return for the 
questionnaires was adequate enough to allow for their 
representation of the total number of individuals sampled. 
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Scoring, Coding and Transforming o£ Data 

Before the data from the questionnaires could be 
statistically analyzed, several data preparation proce- 
dures had to be follov/ed. The same procedure was followed 
for both the pilot and final study although some of the 
analyses vere performed only on the final study data. 
First, when each questionnaire was returned by the respon- 
dent, it was scaiuied for spurious markings and comments. 
The spurious markings were cleaned up and the comments 
were recorded. Second, each questionnaire was assigned 
an identifying ntunber, a number for respondent type, and 
codes for some of the blank completion items in the personal 
data section. Codes were assigned for the name of the 
school district, the number of years the respondent had 
been teaching or working in the school district, the 
number of total years the respondent had foaen teaching or 
working in my school district, the amount of education 
received by the respondent, and the degree of achievement 
aspiration of the respondent. These items were not 
treated in the main part of the study, but they were 

analyzed separately to see if differences betv/een 
respondents in these items wore related to differences 
in how respondents viewed institutionalization of MUS-E. 

Vrtien these two steps were completed, the item re- 
sponses on the questionnaire were keypunched on computer 
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cards. The Likert scaled responses were keypunched as 
they were circled on the questionnaire; the multiple 
choice responses were keypunched "1" if the responses 
choice was diecked and "0" if it was not (any combination 
of the multiple choice responses could be checked) , 
and the blank completion responses were keypunched as 
coded. 

Before the keypunched data could be assimilated by 
the computer programs, it had to be transformed into a 
form both easier to work with and more reflective of 
the design of the study. All of the transformation pro- 
cedures were designed by the author and members of the 
Wisconsin Research and Development Center computer staff. 
First, the data on the cards was transferred into image 
arrays in files, as files were easier to work with when 
additional transformations and analyses were to be per- 
formed. Second, the items in the files were re-ordered 
since like items (as partially defined by the pilot study 
and a priori review of the literature) were more easily 
analyzed and used in format statements if they were 
grouped together. The items had been initially scrambled 
on the questionnaires to attain more accurate perceptions 
from the respondents. It was thought thyt individuals 
(to bo seen as consistent) often answered questions in 
the same way when the items were placed in serial order 
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and related in concept and that these responses were not ' 

reflective of the r6:>pondeni: * s true perceptions. Third, 

some of the items on the files were reversed from a negative 

statement and scale to a positive statement and scale. 

Items had been reversed and described negatively on the 

questionnaires to make sure individuals read the question 

before marking answers. In all of these changes, basic 

system procedures, as defined by the Academic Computing 

Center, were followed. 

In the fourth step, the data was transformed using 

the **STATJOB Transformation Procedures" as defined by 

the Academic Computing Center, The multiple choice items 

were transformed from their "O", "l" format to the same 

Likert scale as used by the Likert items. Initially, each 

of the response sPts in a multiple choice item had been 

designed linearly so that they could be converted to a 

Likert scale later. Since more than one response could 

be checked for each item, combinations of responses were 
also assigned a specific Likert scale. Although some 

judgement was involved in assigning combinations of 

responses to ~ %}ecific Likert scales, the basic assumption 

(that responses were linearly arranged) was not violated. 

Responses were assigned increasing weights and combinations 

of responses reflected the additive weights of their initial 

weights. When the multiple choice items were transformed, 

wddiwioncil infornution ar.ci ad<Iitionul obsorvaticns vcu 
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obtained about the relation of important variables of 
change and the institutionalization of MUS-E, 

In the final step, the codes for the blank completion 
items were renamed and clustered into fewer but related 
groups so that analyses of variance could be performed 
later. Although judgements were made about group place- 
ment, group membership was determined through a priori 
concepts defined by those variables. The responses about 
an individual's educational level, number of years teaching 
or working in a school district, total number of years 
teaching or working in sjhools, and achievement aspira- 
tions were all grouped accordingly. 

Description of the Statistical Analyses 
Performed on the Data 

Pive statistical analyses were performed on the data 
from this study. All of these analyses were performed 
by pre-packaged programs available at the University of 
Wisconsin Academic Computing Center. TSTAT, as described 
earlier, was used in the estimation of the internal 
consistency of factors, to the total questionnaire, the 
correlation of individual items to individual factors 
(a priori specified) and the entire questionnaire and the 
internal consistency of the entire questionnaire. The 
TSTAT estimates for the final study will be reported in 
the next chapter. High TSTAT estimates are needed if i 
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(1) the findings are to be viewed aa useful in relating 
items on the questionnaire to the institutionalization of 
MUS-S; and, (2) the factors delineated by factor analysis 
can be compared with the a priori factors to see if a 
framework for viewing this institutionalization of MUS-E 
can be developed, 

DSTAT2, a descriptive statistical program, was used 
in obtaining measures of the mean, the standard deviation, 
the variance, and the maximum and minimum values of the 
responses for each item. Although these measures were 
not directly reported in this study, they were used to 
help the researcher understand the item's characteristics 
when it was isolated and/or otherwise analyzed in other 
programs • 

FACT0R2, a principle component factor analysis 
program (with orthogonal rotation) , was used to identify 
those variables (items on the questionnaires) which 
tended to cluster together to form distinct, common 
underlying factors affecting the successful institutionali 
zation of MUS-E. This technique was used because it 
determined comn%^actors by extracting first the common 
factor accounting for the largest part of the variance in 
the correlation matrix; second, that common fact^or, 
uncorrelated with the first, accounting for the largest 
part of the remaining variance; and so on until all of 
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the explainable variance in the correlation matrix was 
identified. An orthogonal variinax rotation was used in 
the analyses to help simplify the factored structure by 
defining distinct, clusters of uncorrelated variables. 
In the varimax rotations, Guttman*s weak lower bound of 
.1 was used as a conventional cutoff point in extracting 
factors (i.e., those factors predicting more than 1 per 
cent of the variance of the total questionnaire). 

Essentially, FACT0R2 was used to help prove or dis- 
prove the hypotheses of the study. The value of factor 

analysis in doing this has been discussed by Cattell. 
277 

Cattell believed that factor analysis was valuable 
because it could be used toj show how some variables 
could be grouped together; (2) show how strongly certain 
variables related to each other; (3) delineate new 
indepondont underlying factors which might be responsible 
for the groupings; and, (4) provide a measurement founda- 
tion for later refinement of the study. Not everyone, 
however, accepts the value of factor analysis. Recently, 
its value has been questioned by Armstrong and Soelberg^''® 
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Raymond B. Cattell, FACTOR AI^ALYSIS. New Vorkj 
Harper and Brothers, Publishers, 1952, pp. 14-21. 

278 

J. Scott Armstrong and Peer Soelberg, "On the 
Interpretation of Factor Analysis," PSYCHOLOGICAL BULLETIN 
Volume 70, Number 5 (1968), pp. 361-363. 
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who oarried out a review of factor analysis studies and 
fqund that 2/3 of tho studie? prov'ded no measures of the 
identified factor's reliabilities and/or no a priori 
rationale for describing the factors which could be gen- 
erated by the factor analyses. This study, however, has 
dealt with the objections raised by critics of factor 
analysis because it has provided (through its a priori 
factor model and TSTAT estimates of that model) an 
objective benclunark by which the results may be evalu- 
ated. The relationship of the factors prescribed by the 
a priori model and the factor analysis program will be 
described in depth in the next chapter. 

STBPREGl, a stepwise linear regression analysis 
program, was used to determine the set of variables which 
were the best determinants of the institutionalization 
of MUS-E. Essentially STEPRE61 was used to help answer 
the ancillary questions in the study. First, all the 
variables (items) in each questionnaire were entered as 
"free" variables in the regression model. The mean . 
response on five or six variables (depending on the 
questionnaire) defined as measures of the institutionali*^ 
station of MUS-E, was used as the estimate for the dependent 
variable for which the variance of the remaining items 
was predicted. All of the five or oix items were a priori 
performance objectives of MU£>-£i. Second, the program 
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computed a roMltiplo correlation coefficient and CG*%ff icient 
of determination for all the variables in the model, and 
employed a backward selection technique to remove those 
variables which contributed least to the prediction of 
the dependent variable (institutionalization of MUS-E) . 
Again, Guttman's cutoff value of .1 was used as a value 
for extracting variables. The free variables in the 
equation were selectively removed (or entered) from the 
equation until the amount of variance (coefficient of 
determination) explained by the variables being removed 
(or entered) was significant at greater than .10 level of 
significance. The program also provided one additional 
analysis to test the validity of the final regression 
modol. A plot of standardized residuals (obtained by 
dividing the differences between the observed and computed 
values of the dependent variable by the standard error of 
estimate) was printed for each respondent. If the re- 
gression model was valid and if the error distribution 
was normal, the plot of standardized residuals were distri- 
buted as a t-distribution between -2 and +2. For a large 
number of observations (N > 30) , this t distribution should 
be unit normal with about 95 per cent of the standardized 
residuals falling between -2 and +2, 

The final analysis, DTSCRIMl, a multivariate statisti- 
cal analysis program, was used to identify item differences 
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between discrete groupings of the respondents as they 
related to the Institutionalization of MUS-E. This program, 
too, was used to answer ancillary questions In the study. 
The program performed a one-way analysis of variance on 
the a priori grouped respondents responses and the depen- 
dent variable (as defined In both the factor analysis 
and multiple regression programs) . An F value and level 
of significance of the differences between the groups In 
relating to the dependent variable was computed for each 
Item. If the differences between the gcoups were deter- 
mined to be significant, the level of significance was 
to be ^ .05. 
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CHAPTER III 

ANALYSES OP THE DATA 

In this section the findings of four statistical 
analyses (TSTAT, FACT0R2, STEPREGl, and DISCRIMl) are 
presented. These findings providfi a theoretical frame- 
work for rejecting or accepting the null hypotheses and 
answering the ancillary questions of the study. When- 
ever possible^ an attempt has been made to organize the 
findings so that they can be viewed across all the 
questionnaires • 

Program TSTAT — Program TSTAT was used to determine 
the reliability and consequent utility of the question- 
naires in the study. To attain the reliability measures 
for each questionnaire^ three analyses were undertaken. 
For each questionnaire, a measure was obtained for the 
questionnaire's over-all internal consistency, each 
scale's (a priori factor) internal consistency with the 
questionnaire, and each item's correlation with its assigned 
scale and total questionnaire. Each one of these analyses 
provided a different estimate of the study's reliability. 

The measure of oach questionnaire's overall internal 
consistency (alpha coefficient) provided an estimate of 
the reliability of the questionnaire in accurately mea- 
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suring the variables associated with the institutionali- 
zation of MUS-E, It was assumed that the underlying common 
factor for each questionnaire was prediction of the insti- 
tutionalisation of MUS-E, In general, the overall 
alpha coefficients for each of the questionnaires were 
high enough (<«.^,80) to conclude that the questionnaires 
would be useful in dealing with the hypotheses and questions 
raised in the study, (See Table V for an exact descrip- 
tion of the alpha coefficients for each questionnaire.) 

TABLE V 

INTERNAL CONSISTENCY MEASURES (ALPHA COEFFICIENTS) 
FOR EACH OF THE ORGANIZATIONAL 
CHANGE QUESTIONNAIRES 



QUESTIONNAIRE 
TYPE 


NUMBER OF 
RESPONDENTS 


NUMBER OF 
ITEMS 


a COEFFICIENT 


UNIT TEACHER 


688 


74 


.9472 


UNIT LEADER 


258 


71 


.9453 


PRINCIPAL 


121 


69 


.9125 


DISTRICT 

COORDINATOR 


78 


66 


.8717 


SUPERINTENDENT 


107 


42 


.8293 
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Although there were differences in the reliehiiity 
estimates for each questionnaire, the findings of each 
questionnaire were judged to hB equally useful in inter- 
preting the relationship of items on the questionnaire to 
the institutionalization of MUS-E. Although it was 
acknowledged that the unit teacher, unit leader, and prin- 
cipal questionnaires (with alpha coefficients > .90) were 
more reliable, and thus potentially better measures of 
the institutionalization of MUS-E, it was assumed tliat 
the district coordinator and superintendent questionnaire 
(with alpha coefficients of .87 and .83 respectively) 
were also reliable instruments since their items were 
similar in concept and format to the first three question- 
naires. In general, it was believed that the lov/er 
estimates for the district coordinator and superintendent 
questionnaires were more reflective of the fewer numbers 
of items on those questionnaires rather than a general 
unreliability of the questionnaires. 

For each questionnaire, the measures of each scalers 
(a priori factor) internal consistency with tho**overall 
questionnaire provided an estimate of the relationship of 
the pre-specified factor to the institutionalization of, 
MUG-E. For most of the a priori factors on each question- 
naire, the scale coefficients wore high enough (c( ^ .40) 
to conclude that some kind of relationship existed between 



o 

ERIC 



147 



the a priori factors and the institutionalization of MUS-E, 

Thus, to varying degrees (depending on the strengtli of 

the relationship) the a priori factors were judged to 

be useful in providing: (1) an objective benchmark for 

interpreting the factor analyzed factors; and, (2) partial 

support for rejecting or accepting the major hypotheses 
of the study. 

The alpha coefficients for each a priori factor in 
each questionnaire are presented in Table VI. For ease 
in presenting these data, only the numbers of the items 
included in each scale, not the verbal description of the 
items, has been given. In order for Table VI to be inter- 
preted accurately, throe more tables of information 
(Appendices D, E, and P) need to be viewed. Appendix D 
provides a description of the concept measured by each 
factor and the number of the items included in each factor 
of each questionnaire,. Appendix E provides a description 
of the concept measured by each of the items in each 
factor of each questionnaire. Appendix P provides a 
verbal description of each of the items as they appeared 
on each questionnaire. The numbers of the items in each 
Appendix and each table (if applicable) remain the same 
throughout the study. 

When the alpha coefficients for similar factors were 
coaipared across each questionnaire, many similarities 
were found jn the rplativs strength of ♦•hose factors' 
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relationship to tho institutionalization of MUS-E, Whon 
a factot was found to ha^'o a relatively consistent set 
of coefficients across questionnaires # it was thought that 
the factor was generally necessary to the institutionali- 
zation of MUS-E and change programs in general. However, 
when a factor v;as found to have a relatively inconsistent 
set of coefficients across questionnaires, it was thought 
that the factor was more useful for identifying a specific 
re.ipondent group's understanding of the institutionalization 
of MUS-E than for understanding change programs in general. 

The factors which were more consistently described 
were those factors defining the elements of MUS-E, the 
process of dianging, the formal school/ school district 
structure^ the formal school community, the institutional- 
ization of MJS-E, the district coordinator as an agent of 
change, the principal as- an administrator and the individual 
user* On all five questionnaires, the factors defining 
the elements of MUS-E, the process of changing, and the 
formal school/school district structure had a moderate 
to moderately strong (.80 2 tea*, 48) relationship to the 
institutionalization of MUS-E. On four of the five ques- 
tionnaires, the factor defining the degree of institution- 
alization of MUS-E had a moderate (.70 2^ «t 2..40) relationship 
to the institutionalization of MUS-E. On four of the five 
questionnaires, the factors defining the formal community 
btiuctuie aao uhu inuiviuual Ubui'o uiiaiacturiijtics Ixoid a 
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weak relationship (M£ .40) to the institutionalization of 
MUS-E. On all throo questionnaires measuring that factor, 
the factor describing the district coordinator as an agent 
of change had a moderate to moderately strong relationship 
* (.80><\>.40) to the institutionalization of MUS-E. And, 

for the two questionnaires measuring that factor, the 
factor describing the principal as an ?.dministrator had a 
rooderaSbe relationship (.60 i .50) to the institutionali- 
zation of MUS-E. Because of the findings for these factors, 
hypotheses about their relationship to the institutionali- 
zation of MUS-E were more conclusively accepted or rejected. 
However, since the factors defining the unit leader as 
an agent of change, the principal as an agent of chpnge, 
the superintendent as an agent of change, the informal 
school/school district structure, and the super in tenccnt 
as an administrator were not consistent in the described 
relations, it was more difficult to conclusively acdept or 
reject hypotheses about these factors. 

The measure of each item's relation to the scale and 
to the total questionnaire provided an estimate of each 
change variable's relation (as defined by an item) to 
the a priori factors and institutio ilization MUG-E. 
Like the nSTAT2 findings, .Uem correlation coefficients 
wore viewed as descriptive support for statements made 
about the strength of the rolationohips of the change 
variables to a priorx iaOLuru and tne iastitutiojiali^^ation 
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of MUS-E. When the relations of the items and scales were 
compared to the factor analysis factors and the relation- 
ships between the items and the test were compared to the 
final multiple regression aquations for each questionnaire, 
the ancillary questions could be answered and the strength 
of the factors could be determined. When an item's 
(representing a variable of change) correlation coeffi- 
cients for its item to test relationship for any question- 
naire was rated high and compared to a similarly high 
finding for that iteto on the multiple regression analysis, 
then the ancillary questions could be answered. If the 
findings for similar items were consistently high for more 
than one of the questionnaires, then the item was con- 
sidered to be generally important to th« understanding< of 
the instil utionalization of MUS-E and change in general. 

Appendix £ provides a list of the items to test 
and items to factor correlations for each questionnaire. 
Items (variables) which had measured correlation coeffi- 
cients less than .40 with either the scale or total 
questionnaire were considered to be weak determinants of 
the factor or institutionalization of MUS-E. Conversely, 
items which had measured correlation coefficients greater 
than .59 with either the test scale or total questionnaire 
scale were considered to strong determinants of the 
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factor or institutionalization of MUS-E^^^, (See Table 
VII which describes the per cent of items for each 
questionnaire which are strong, moderate, or weak deter- 
minants •} 

In all, 18 per cent of the unit teacher items, 6 
per cent of the unit leader items, 8 per cent of the 
principal items, 2 per cent of the district coordinator 
items, and 2 per cent of the superintendent items were 
strong determinants of the institutionalization of MUS-Ej 
while 27 per cent of the unit teacher, 32 per cent of 
the unit leader, 46 per cent of the principal, 50 per 
cent of the aistrict coordinator, and 49 per cent of the 
superintendent items were weak determinants. Likewise, 
39 per cent of the unit teacher, 41 per cent of the unit ' 
leader, 29 per cent of the principal, 14 per cent of the 
district coordinator, and 21 per cent of the superintendent 
items were strong determinants of Jieir assigned factor; 
while 7 per cent of the unit teacher, 7 per cent of the 
unit leader, 25 per cent of the principal, 27 per cent of 
the district coordinator, and 19 r>er cent of the super- 
' intendent items were weak determinants. 

General consensus among educational researchers 
provides for these cut off points when tet.*-s are multi- 
factored. See chapters on correlation stuaies^ by Anastasi, 
Ohiselli, Guilford, and Kirk. 
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TABLE VIX 



PER CENT OP ITEMS ON EACH QUESTIONNAIRE WHICH WERE 
STRONG, iMEDIUM, OR \m\K DETERMINANTS OP 
THE PRE-ASSIGNED FACTORS AND 
INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF * 
MUS-E 



STRENGTH 
OP 

RELATION 


RELATION 
TO 


UNIT 
TEACHER 


UNIT 
LEADER 


PRINCI- 
PAL ■ 


DISTRICT 
COORD. 


SUPER- 
INT. 


FACTORS 


NO. % 


No. % 


No. % 


No. % 


No. % 


STRONG 
MEDIUM 
WEAK 


r > .60 
59>p^0 
r > .39 


29 39% 
40 54% 
5 7% 


29 41% 
37 52% 
5 7% 


20 29% 
32 46% 

17 25% 


9 14% 
39 59% 
18 27% 


9 21% 
26 60% 
8 19% 

• 
















STRENGTH 

or 

RELATION 


RELATION 

TO 
INSTITU- 
TIONALI- 
ZATION ' 


UNIT 
TEACHER 


UNIT 
LEADEft 


PRINCI- 
PAL 


DISTRICT 
COORD. 


SUPER- 
INT. 


No. % 


No. % 


No. % 


No. % 


No. % 


STRONG 
MEDIUM 
WEAK 


r > .60 
S9>F^0 
Y > .39 


13 ie% 

41 55% 

20 27% 


11 16% 
37 52% 
23 32% 


5 8% 
32 46% 
32 46% 


1 2% 

32 48% 

33 50% 


1 2% 
21 49% 
21 49% 
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Program FACT0R2 — PACT0R2 was used to identify the set 
of distinct^ uncorrelated factors of variables related to 
the institutionalization of MUS-E, It was believed that 
the factors arrived at through PACT0R2 could be compared 
to the a priori factors to see if similar factor groupings 
were obtained. If similar factor groupings were obtained, 
the hypotheses of the study could be clearly accepted or 
rejected. If dissimilar factor groupings were obtained, 
the hypotheses of the study could only be partially 
accepted or rejected and further factor analysis would 
have to be undertoken to identify a more comprehensive 
Bht of factors. For each of the questionnaires, an 
orthogonal varimax rotation with an eigenval\ie cut-off 
point of ,1 was used and factors accounting for more than 
one per cent of the variance were identified. The factor 
analysis factored out 18 factors for the unit teacher 
and unit leader questionnaires, 21 factors for the prin- 
cipal questionnaire, 20 factors for the district coor- 
dinator questionnaire, and 15 factors for the superin- 
tendent questionnaire. Altogether the factors accounted 
for over 60 per cent of the explainable variance on each 
questionnaire. (See Table VIII for an exact breakdown 
of the variance by factor for each questionnaire,) 

Although the total eunount of variance accounted for 
by any one factor was not greater than 11 per cent, thl» 
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TABLE VIII 

VARIANCE PREDICTED BV FACT0R2 FACTORS FOR EACH QUESTIONNAIRE 



FACTOR 
NUMBER 


UNIT 
TEACHER 


UNIT 
LEADER 


PRIN- 
CIPAL 


DISTRICT 
COORD. 


SUPERIN- 
TENDENT 


1 


8.9 


9.3 


9.3 


7.2 


10.8 


2 


7.5 


8.6 


6.7 


7.0 


7.0 


3 


6.8 


7.4 


6.3 


5.6 


6.6 


4 


5.7 


5.1 


5.5 


4.7 


6.3 


5 


4.1 


4.0 


3.5 


4.2 


5.4 


6 


3.1 


3.5 


3.4 


3.9 


4.7 


7 


3.0 


3.1 


3.0 


3.8 


3.9 


8 


3.0 


3.0 


2.9 


3.7 


3.8 


9 


2.5 


2.7 


2.7 


3.6 

« 


3.6 


10 


2.4 


2.6 


2.6 


3.5 


3.5 


11 


2.3 


2.5 


2.6 


3.4 


3.5 


12 


2.2 


2.5 


2.5 


3.2 


3.5 


13 


2.1 


2.2 


2.5 


3.1 


3.3 


14 


2.1 


2.2 


2.5 


3.0 


3.1 


15 


1.9 


2.2 


2.5 


3.0 


3.1 


16 


1.9 


2.1 


2.5 


2.9 




17 


1.8 


1.9 


2.5 


2.9 




18 


1.8 


1.8 


2.4 


2.9 




19 






2.2 


2.8 




20 






2.2 


2.7 




21 






2.1 






TOTAL 
PREDICTED 
VARIANCE 


63.2 


66.9 


72.5 

* 


77.3 


72.2 
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finding was not viewed as indicative of a weak set of 
factors, rather it was viewed as an indication that there 
were many factors which were equally descriptive of the 
institutionalization of MUS-E, The TSTAT findings also 
supported this interpretation since many factors on 
TSTAT had high factoi. loadings. Prom this, it was con- 
cluded that many different factors rather than just a 
few were important to the neasure of the institutionali- 
zation of MUS-E. 

This interpretation was fxirther substantiated when 
the items included in each PACT0R2 factor were verbally 
described and an attempt was made to identify the general 
concept defined by each factor. When this was done, a 
different categorization scheme than that used for the 
study's factors was identified, (See Figure 3 and 
Appendix H for a description of these new factors,) 
Figure 3 provides a description of the concept underlying 
each factor and Appendix H provides a list of items 
included in each factor. In Appendix H, the items are 
listed in descending order from those most highly cor- 
related to those least highly correlated with the factor, 
Al^. items have correlation coefficients greater than 
,30 with each factor. Information included in Appendix 
H was used to develop Figure 3, 

When the concepts about the a priori factors and 
the FACT0R2 factors were compared, it was concluded that 
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FACTOR 
VARIANCE 


FACTOR DESCRIPTION 


8.9 


Open and Supportive Environment}. Individual- 
ized Communication Decentralized. 
Decisions 


7.5 


High Personal Cost/Benefit Ratio in Adopting 
MUS-E 


6.8 


Unit Teacher is Supported and Involved in 
Adopting MUS-B 


5.7 


7 


4.1 


Supportive Services) Inservice, Unit Meetings 
Scheduled When Problems With HUS-E 


3.1 


7 


3.0 


Principal and Parents Approve of HUS-E 


3.0 * 


Unit Teacher Feels He Has Influence In and 
X8 Kept iniormea ox School's Activltifts 


2.5 


unxc ^eacner nas rreeaon to Experiment and 
Make Own Decisions 


2.4 


7 


2.3 


n-formalized School: Few Rules^ Principal 
Meets Frequently with Units 


2.2 


unit Leader and Principal Approve of J^^US-E 


2.1 


Unit Teacher is Supported and Involved in 
Adapting to MUS-E 


2.x 


7 


1.9 


7 


1.9 


Unit Leader Supports Unit Teacher's Efforts 


1.8 


7 


1.8 


Unit Teacher Communicates Freely with Unit 
Members and Feels Cohesive with Then 



Figure 3i description op factors determined by FACT0R2 
FOR UNIT TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE 
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FACTOR 
VARIANCE 


FACTOR DESCRIPTION 


9.3 


Open and Supportive Environment: Content of 
Program Liked ^ Communication Open 


8.6 


Process Faoilitatedt Easv f^o A<3Anf- ma^av^^i 
On Time, Inservice Provided 


7.4 


Personal Cost/Benefifi R^t^iAf rn^^o^/tti^i 04«k>ij 
It Is Easy to Adapt to MUS-B 


5.1 


Principal and District Coordinator Support 
Unit Leader and Problem Solving is Shared 


4.0 


Unit Leader Receives Positive Feedback Prom 
Principal and Likes Adoption Process 


3.5 


Unit Leader Has Power to Make Changes in 


3.1 


oeoisions are Collective and Unit Leader is 
Informed o£ Others' Activities 


3.0 


Principal and District Coordinator Supoort the 
Unit Leader oupporc um 


2.7 


7 


2.6 


^'°Needed* Changes are Made When 


2.5 


? 


2.5 


Easy to Adapt to MUS-E 


2.2 


7 


2.2 


Unit Leader Specializes and is Held Accountabli 


2.2 


7 


2.1 


7 


1.9 


Unit Leader Feels He Has Influence on Program 


1.8 

4 


Unit Leader Communicates Openly With Others 
In Unit 



Figure 3$ DESCRIPTION OP FACTORS DETERMINED BY FACT0R2 
FOR UNIT LEADER QUESTIONNAIRE 
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FACTOR 
VARIANCE 


FACTOR DESCRIPTION 


9.3 


Flexible Change Process: Many Information 
Sources, Collective Decision Making 


6.7 


Participative Leadership* Cooperation Between 
staff 


6.3 


Principal Likes MUS-B and Feels Secure in Job 


5.5 


7 


3.5 


District Supports Principal Efforts to Adapt 




7 




Principal and Staff are Rewarded for Adapting 
to MUS-B 


2.9 


District Coordlnatoir Supports Principal 


2,7 


Principal Is Kept Informed and Communicates 
with Central Office 


2.6 


Superintendent Supports Principal 


2. O 


PaaI A Ha fiAfi Power in Schooi 
District 


2.5 


7 


2.5 


7 


2.5 


7 


2.5 


7 


2.5 


7 


2.5 


School Is Aided (Funds, Supportive Services) 
In Adopting MUS-E 


2.4 


7 


2.2 


7 


2.2 


Principal Works with Superintendent 


2.1 


7 



Figure 3t description of factors determined by FACT0R2 
FOR PRINCIPAL QUESTIONNAIRES 
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FACTOR 
VARIANCE 


FACTOR DESCRIPTION 


7.2 


Collective Leadership t 0]pen Coamunication 
and Shared Decisions 


7.0 

• 


District Coordinator Likes HUS-E# is Involved 
in process dna teexs rrocess is oupporwoc 




Adopt MUS-E 


4.7 


District Coordinator Feels He Has Influence in 
District end Likes Program 


4.2 


Decision Making Decentralized and Coinmunica*-^ 
tion Channels are Open with Superintendent 


3.9 


Action is Taken When There Are Problems with 




Process at District Level 


3.7 


7 


3.6 


7 


3.5 


Non-fomalized School Districti Few Riilttt« 
Informal Atmosphere 


3.4 


7 


3.2 


District Coordinator Likes Results of MUS-E 


3.1 


Open Communicatiotk 6truotor«t CoogerMtion wLtt 
Staff 


3.0 


7 


3.0 


Meetings Scheduled if Problems with MUS-E 


2.9 


7 


2.9 


7 


2.9 


7 


2.8 


District Coordinator Feels He Has Influeno* 
and Support in District 


2.7 


7 



Figure 3t DESCRIPTION OF FACTORS DETERt4INE0 BY FACT0R2 
FOR DISTRICT COORDINATOR QUESTIONNAIRE 
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FACTOR 
VARIANCE 


FACTOR DESCRIPTION 


10.8 


Superintendent Likes MUS«E Compononts and Its 
Effects in Schools 


7.0 


Personnel in Schools and Parents Approve of 
MUS-E 


6.6 

♦ 


Non-formalized School Districts Few Rules 
and Freedom to Experiment 


6.3 


Communication Channels Used and Supportive 
Services Available 


5.4 


Superintendent and School Board Like MUS-B 


4.7 

• 


Superintendent is Involved in Process of 
Adapting to KUS-E 


3.9 


7 


3.8 




3.6 


Superintendent Likes Results of HUS-1 


3.5 




3.5 




3.5 




3.3 




3.1 




3.1 


Easy to Adapt to MUS-B 



Figure 3t DESCRIPTION OF FACTORS DETERMINED BY FACT0R2 
FOR SUPERINTENDENT QUESTIONNAIRE 
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the factors actually dealt with different matrices of 
items. The a priori factors used organizational and 
social systems theory to define the elements of change 
(i.e. process of change, agents of change, etc.). The 
PACT0R2 factors had cut across this theoretical framework 
to isolate specific variables of change relating to 
descriptive environments (i.e. open environments, suppor- 
tive environments, availability of open communication 
channels, less formalized structures, etc») which affected 
the user as he worked to institutionalize MUS-B. It 
is possible that each of these matrices is important in 
understanding institutionalization. The a priori factors 
may help identify focal points in the organization which 
are related to institutionalization while the PACT0R2 
factors may help identify how the change variables them- 
selves are related to institutionalization. Because the 
factors identified by FACT0R2 and those used by the study 
were developed from different perspectives, the two factor 
sets were not used together to help reject or accept the 
hypotheses. Instead, since the hypotheses were developed 
from the a priori factors the TSTAT findings alone were 
used to reject or accept the specific hypotheses. In the 
final chapter of this study, the differences between 
the a priori and the FACT0R2 factors are analyzed further 
and recommendations are made about the need for certain 
types of future factor analysis studies. 
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P rogram BTTPRKGl — Program STEPP^Gl was used to determine 
the set of items which were the best determinants of the 
institutionalization of MUS-E. Originally, all the items 
in each questionnaire were entered as "free" variables in 
an initial regression nodel. A multiple regression coeffi- 
cient and coefficient of determination (prodicted variance 
of variables in equation) was then computed and the program 
employed a backward selection technique to remove those 
items which contributed least to the prediction of the 
institutionalization of MUS-E, The items were selectively 
removed (in order from most disagreement to least dis- 
agreement) until the amount of variance explained by the 
items being removed was significant at greater than a .10 
level of significance. 

Table IX provides a description of the multiple 
correlation coefficient and determination coefficient 
(corrected for the unreliability of the dependent variable) 
for the initial and final regression model for each ques- 
tionnaire. 

In all, 296 items (representing 65 variables of 
change) were analyzed over all the questionnaires. One 
hundred and ninety-six items (representing 24 variables 
of change) were removed from the regression equations and 
100 items (ijyiesentiiig 41 variables of change) were left 
in the final equations. Thus, of the 65 original variables 
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TABLE IX 



MULTIPLE CORRELATION COEFFICIENT AND COEFFICIENT 
OF DETERMINATION FOR THE REGRESSION MODELS 
FOR EACH QUESTIONNAIRE 



INITIAL 
MODEL 


UNIT 
TEACHER 


UNIT 
LEADER 


PRINCI- 
PAL 


DISTRICT 
COORD. 


SUPERIN. 
TENDENT 


Correlation 


.8840 


.9245 


.8357 


.9375 


.9182 


Determination 
Coefficient 


.7814 


.8547 


.6985 


.8788 


.8430 


Number of 
Variables 


69 


66 


64 


60 


37 


• FINAL 
MODEL 


UNIT 
TEACHER 


UNIT 
LEADER 


PRINCI- 
PAL 


DISTRICT 
COORD. 


SUPERIN- 
TENDENT 


Correlation 
Coefficient 


.8788 


.9142 


.7365 


.8902 


.9039 


Determination 
Coefficient 


.7723 


.8357 


.5424 


.7924 


.8171 


Number of 
Variables 


29 


2Z ... 


14 


.17 


18 



41 variables were identified as predictive of institution- 
alization of MUS-E when selectively asked of the appro- 
priate respondent groups. 

These findings from STEPREGl were used with the 
TSTAT findings to answer the ancillary questions of. the 
study. For each questionnaire, the place of each of the 

ICS 
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items .In the development of the final regression model 
was compared to the TSTAT correlation coefficients for 
those it;ems to determine the overall strength of each 
item's relationship to MUS-E. Items (variables) which 
TSTAT identified as strongly related (coefficient ^ .60) 
to institutionalization of. MUS-E and STEPREGl identified 
as in the final regression equation were considered to be 
strongly related (overall) to the institutionalization 
of MUS-E. Other levels of relationship to MUS-E were 
calculated from the item's TSTAT coefficients and place in 
the equation, but most of these levels '^f relationships 
W6.<";- less optimal or useful for answering the ancillary 
questions. In all, 57 of the original 296 items across 
all the questionnaires and 33 of the original 65 identi- 
fied variables of change (as defined in the ancillary 
questions) were identified as strongly related to the 
institutionalization of MUS-E. 

STEPPEG.1 also provided an internal analysis to 
test the validity of the final regression model for 
each questionnaire. If the regression model was valid and 
if the error distribution of each respondent was normal, 
a plot of standardized residuals (obtained by dividing 
the differences between the observed and computed values 
of the dependent variable by the standard error of 
estimate) was distributed as a t-distribution with about 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 

151 

95 per cent of the residuals falling between -2 and +2, 
Vlhen the plot of residuals was computed for each ques- 
tionnaire^ all five regression models were found to have 
more than 96 per cent of their residuals between -2 
and +2, Thus, it was concluded that the residual models 
were valid predictive models in relating to the institu- 
tionalization of MJS-E« 

Program DISCRIMl ~ DISCRIMl was used to identify whether 

♦ 

there were any differences between discrete groupings of 
respondents on the fill-in - ^b<3-blayj? items in the way 
they related to the instit. aliaation of MUS-E. 
Respondent differences on six items (education level, 
years of teaching in the school district, years of total 
teaching, years of administrative experience in the school 
district, years of total administrative experience in 
education and achievement aspiration) were analyzed by 
means of an an^ysis cf variance of the difference in 
j strength of relation between each of the discrete groups 

of respondent responses and the institutionalization of '* 
MUS-E, xf the differences between the discrete groupings 
of responses were determined to be significantly different, 
the level of significance was specified at a p ^ ,05 level. 
Appendix K provides a detailed description of DISCRIMl 
findings for each of the items and Table X provides a 
description of DISCRIMl significant findings for each item, 

o 
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TABLE X 

DISCRIMl SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS -FOR 
SIX DESCRIPTIVE ITEMS 



DESCRIPTION 
OF ITEM 


UNIT 
TEACHER 


UNIT 
LEADER . 


PRINCI- 
PAL 


DISTRICT 
COORD. 


SUPERIN- 
TENDENT 


Education 
Level 


Not 
Signi- 
ficant 


Not 
Signi- 
ficant 


Not 
Signi- 
ficant 


Not 
Signi- 
ficant 


Not 
Signi- 
ficant 


NuniDer oz 
Years in 
Teaching 


Not 

Signi- 
ficant 


NOtl 

Signi- 
ficant 


signi- 
ficant 


NOC 

Signi- 
ficant 


NO w 

Signi- 
ficant 


Total Years 
In 

Teaching 


Not 
Signi- 
ficant 


Signi- 
ficant 


Not 
Signi- 
ficant 


Not 
Signi- 
ficant 


Not 
Signi- 
ficant 


Years In 
Administra- 
tion 






Not 
Signi- 
ficant 


Not 
Signi- 
ficant 


Signi- 
ficant 


Total Years 
in 

Admlnl8tratl< 


>n 




Not 
Signi- 
ficant 


Not 
Signi- 
ficant 


No 
Findings 


Achievement 

Aspiration 

Le/el 


Signi- 
ficant 


Not 
Slgni^ 
fican^ 


Not 
Signi- 
ficant 


Not 
Signi- 
ficant 


Not 
Signi- 
ficant 



No significant differences between groups of respondents 
were found for level of education, number of years teaching 
in the school district, or total numb.er of years of 
administrative experience in education. Significant dif- 
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ferencos wore found for only the unit leader for total 
number of years teaching, the superintendent for number 
of years of administrative experience in the school 
district, and the unit teacher for achievement aspiration 
level. 

TESTS OP THE HYPOTHESES 

i 

Before the hypotheses of the study could be tested, 
a decision rule had to be developed. Since a formal test 
was not available to test the hypotheses directly, a 
decision rule was developed which incorpora'.ed and synthe- 
sized measures used by others as they described the strength 
of relationships between different items. 

To test the hypotheses, the findings of the TSTAT 
coefficients for each a priori factor on each questionnaire 
were analyzed. Factors v;hose alpha coefficients were 
greater than .59, were assigned a weight of 3 representing 
a strong relationship with the inptitutionalization of 
MUS-E. Factors whose alpha coefficients were between .40 
and .59 were assigned a weight of 2 representing a moderate 
relationship; and, factors whose alpha coefficients were 
less than .40 were assigned a weight of 1 representing a 
weak relationship. It has already been described (in 
Chapter II) how it was possible through construct validity 
estimates to relate the factors on the test to the institu- 
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tionalization of MUS-E as defined by tho test itself. If 
a factor on any questionnaire was assigned a 3^ it was 
concluded that the factor was strongly related to the 
institutionalization of MUS-E for that questionnaire (s) , 
If a factor was fcund to be strongly related to the 
institutionalization of MUS-E on any questionnaire, the 
hypothesis about that factor was rejected. 

* 

The rationale to support this decision rule is 
relative to the study itself. First, complex procedures 
were used in the test construction to attain valid test 
measures of the institutionalization of MUS-E. To support 
this construct estimate, the researchist decided to err 
in the direction of rejecting a hypotheses when in fact 
it was true since the aim of the study was to identify as 
many factors of change as possible. It was a conservative 
decision rule, therefore, not to reject too many change 
factors from further consideration. Second, each of the 
analyses used in the study (see TSTAT findings Table 
FACT0R2 findings Table VIII, and STEPREGl findings 
Table IX) indicated that the questionnaire, the factors, 
and the items in each questionnaire were all describing 
some characteristic fairly strongly. The TSTAT alpha 
coefficients for the questionnaires were between .83 
and ,95, the FACT0R2 factors explained between 63 and 
77 per cent of the questionnaire variances, and the 
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STEPREGl equations doscribed between 54 and 83 per cent 
of the dependent variables variance. Prora these figures, 
it was concluded that the questionnaires were indeed mea- 
suring much of what was construed to be the institutionali- 
zation of MUS-E. Again, this would support the use of a 
decision rule wnich allowed a strong measure on 

one questionnaire to support the rejection of a hypothesis, 
(Many of the factors had moderate measures between ,40 
and ,59, indicating some degree of relationship between 
them and institutionalization.) Third, the nature of 
the questionnaires themselves erred in the direction of 
presupposing that the variables measuring change were 

consistenVly viewed and worked with across the respondent 
groups. The information possessed by individuals internal 
to a particular event, process, or situation differs 
remarkably from that information possessed by an individual 
outside an event, proce)ss,'^Or situation; thus, to accept 
that a factor or a variable (item) had no relationship to 
change would be to deny the fact that the factor or 
variable (item) was predictive for an important group 
(any of the study's respondent groups). This decision 
rule was used for tosting the hypotheses and ansv/oring 
the ancillary questions. 

Table XI is provided to deal with the study's 
hypotheses. The findings described in Table VI and 
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Figure 1 pi :»vided the information necessary to accept or 
reject the ypotheses. Table XI was developed from the 
information in Table VI and Figure 1 so as to provide a 
more simplified way of viewing the relationship of 
each factor to the institutionalization of MUS-E, Sub- 
fa:ctor coefficients (e.g. the unit leader as an agent of 
change) were considered as representative of the factor 
coefficient (e.g. agents of change); so if any one 
subfactor on a qiestibnnaire was strongly related to the 
institutionalization of MUS-E, it was considered that 
the factor itself was related to institutionalization* It 
was possible to make this representation since tae hy- 
potheses did not specify that ^all of the variables in a 
set had to relate to institutionalization of MUS-E and 
the subf actors had already been defined (see Figure 1) as 
components of the factor. The factors defining the agents 
of change^ the formal organizational variables^ and in- 
dividual user variables had subf actors. 

Also since the hypotheses stated that no relation- 
ship existed between a set of mediating variables (for 
example) and the institutionalization of MUS-E, it was 
assumed that a relationship between components of a factor 
and institutionalization were representative of a relation* 
ship between the factor and institutionalization as well. 
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For the same reason^ it was assumed that a relationship 
between a factor on any questionnaire was representative 
of a relationship between the factor and institutionaliza* 
tion. In a later section of this chapter^ the items and 
sttbf actors for each factor will be described and the fac- 
tors will be refined. 

The six hypotheses which were 'examined weret 

(1) There is no relationship between the perceived 
existence of the mediating variables of th e 
organizational component and the degree to which 
the organizational component is successfully 
institutionalized. 

(2) There is no relationship between the perceived 
existence of the mediating variables of the pro- * 
cess of changing and the degree to which the 
organizational component is successfully insti- 
tutionalized. 

(3) There is no relationship between the perceived 
existence of the mediating variables of the 
agents of change and the aegree to which the 
org am za tionai component is successfully 

' institutionalized. 

(4) There is no relationship between the perceived 
existence of the intervening/ formal organi- 
zational variables and the degree to which 
the organizational component is successfully 
institutionalized. 

(5) Ttiere is no relationship between the perceived 
existence of the intervening/ informal organi- 
zational variables and the degree to which the 
organizational component is successfully insti- 
tutionalized. 

(6) There is no relationship between the perceived 
existence of the intervening » individual vari- 

^ ables and the degree to which the organisational 
component is successfully institutionalized. 
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From the findings described in Table XI, it is con- 
cluded that the first five hypotheses about the mediating 
variables of the organizational component, mediating vari- 
ables of the process of dianging, mediating variables of 
the agents of change, intervening formal organizational 
variables, and intervening informal organizational 
variables were rejected. It was concluded that there 
is a relationship between these sets of variables and the 
institutionalization of MUS-E. The sixth hypothesis 
about the intervening individual variables was tenable. 
It was concluded that there is not enough infprmation to 
state that there is a relationship ^between intervening 
individual variables and the institutionalization of MUS-E. 

When each of the factors was analyzed further, it 
was apparent that there are differences across the ques- 
tionnaires in respect to the relationship of their fac- 
tors and subf actors to the institutionalization of MUS-E. 
No factor has unanimous agreement as to its relationship 
to institutionalization. Only one subf actor (the inter- 
vening formal organizational variable at the school 
level) has unanimous agreement as to its relationship 
(which is strong) to institutionalization. What are the 
reasons for these differences and lack of agreement across 
the groups? 
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It was thought that the differences between. the groups 
is an indication of; (1) the amount of information each 
group has about the relation of each variable to institution- 
alization; (2) the proximity of each group to the entire 
process of institutionalization; and (3) tha way in which * 
the questionnaires were developed. The amount of informa- 
tion a group has about a variable is not usually constant 
across different groups. For example^ those variables 
related to the diange itself^ the agents af change, and 
the formal organizational variable} at the school level 
are easier for the unit teacher and unit leader to describe 
since they work with the change, work with the change agents, 
and work in the school. However, the different responsi- 
bilities of the principal, the district coordinator 
and the superintendent would result in their being less 
informed about those variables. Likewise, the proximity 
of the unit teacher and unit leader to the process of change 
may account for their rating the process of change more 
strongly than the other three respondents who perform 
more of a supervisory rather than operational role in 
relation to the change process. Since the change question- 
naires were developed from a unit teacher - unit leader 
school unit perspective, it is possible also that the 
itmes developed for the other three administrative positions 
were not valid descriptors of the institutionalization of 
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MUS-E for thoao groups. It v;as found that more of the 
principal, district coordinator, and superintendent items 
were weak dotorrainants of MUS-E than were the unit 
teacher and unit loader itenrs, (See Table VTI.) Also, 
more factors and subfactors on the unit teacher and unit 
leader questionnaire were strongly related (see Table 
VI). to the institutionalization of MUS-E than factors 
or subfactors on the other questionnaires, 

ANCILLARY QUESTIONS 

In order for tJie ancillary questions to be answered, 
a decision rule had to bo developed to convert the findings 
about each item to findings for each variable. Again, a 
formalized method for answering these questions was not 
available so a decision rule incorporating and synthesizing 
measures used by others to describe the strength of a 
relationship between items was developed. 

To answer most of the ancillary questions, the findings 
of TSTAT and STEPREGl for each item were combined. First, 
the TSTAT item correlation coefficients for the item to 
test relationships were analyzed. Like the factor coeffi- 
cients, items whose correlation coefficients were greater 
than ,59 were assigned a weight of 3 reprosonting a 
strong relationship with the institutionalization of MUS-E; 
items whose coefficients wore betw«en ,40 and ,59 were 



J>o2 

assigned a weight of 2 representing a moderate relationship i 
and, items whose coefficients were less than .39 were 
assigned a weight of 1 representing a weak relationship. 
Second, the STEPREGl equation model for each questionnaire 
was analyzed. If an item was Included in the final equation 
model, it was assigned a weight of 3 representing a 
strong relationship to the institutionalization of MUS-E; 
if an item was excluded in an early step from the model 
at a significance exclusion Isvel of between .50 and .90, 
it was assigned a weight of 1 representing a weak rela- 
tionship; and, if an item was excluded in a later step 
from the model at a significance exclusion level of between 
• 11 and .49, it was assigned -a weight;^ of 2 representing 
a moderate relationship. 

Third, these STEPREGl and TSTAT item weights were 
combined and assigned a final weight along the following 
lines. If the item was assigned two 3's or a 2 and a 3, . 
the item was considered to reflect a : trong relationship 
to the institutionalization of MUS^E. If the item was 
assigned two 2's or a 1 and 3, the item was considered 
tQ reflect a moderate relationship. And, if the item 
was assigned two I's or a 1 and 2, the item 'was considered 
to reflect a weak relationship. If any item (on any 
questionnaire), reflected a strong relationship to the 
institutionalization of MUS-E, it was concluded that the 
itm (variable) was directly related to the institutionali- 
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zation of nuji-K. If an . atom (across all quostionnairos) 
did not havG «i strong relationahii^, it was concluded 
that the item did not relate to tho institutionalization 
of MUS-IC. If two or more items were used to describe 
a variable of chanye, at least half of tho items had 
to have at least one strong relationship across the ques- 
tionnaires in order for tho conclusion to be made that 
tho item (variable) was related to^ tho institutionalization 
of MUS-E. The rationale for using this decision rule to 
answer the aicillary questions was the same as the 
rationale used in testing the hypotheses. The researcher 
concluded that the probability of ansv/ering a question 
positively (when in fact it was not) , using tv/o distinct 
measures of the items relation to institutionalization 
was not great enough to warrant a more restrictive decision 
rule. Again, this was a subjective assessment of the 
strength of the neasures used in the analyses of tho study. 

The findings contained in Appendix G, I, J, and L 
and Figure 3 provided the information to ansv/er most of 
the mc il la ry questions. Appendices G, I, and J provided 
tlie raw data from which the item weights wore assigned, 
Appendix L provided tho assigned item weights from tho 
TSTAT and STEPREGl analyses, and Figure 3 provided the 
concept description of Tables XII through XVII and developed 
the aggregated weights (combined TSTAT and STHPREGl weights) 
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for each item. The ancillary questions were answered using 
these tables. 

The reraaiwier of the ancillary questions were answered 
from either the DISCRIMl findings or ear lie pilot analyses. 
Earlier pilot analyses had dropped out a few itetis judged 
to be unreliably measured, DISCRIMl had identified 
whether significant differences existed .etween certain 
discrete groupings of respondents on u ; rtain item. If 
significant differences were found, it was concluded 
that for that item discrete groupings of respondents 
described a different set of relations to MUS-E, However, 
unlike the factor and major item analyses for the hypotheses 
and most of the ancillary questions, these findings v^re 
not generalized as representative of a significant finding 
for that item across all questionnaires. The same set of 

conditions did not hold for these items .in prder to apply 

I 

the same rationale. These items were initially judged 
to be "questionable" inclusions in the development of 
the questionnaires and the measures (blank completion 
items) used to attain information about the items were 
also judged to relate to each of the respondents equally 
(not on a proximity to change or need to know basir) , The 
tindings from those two analyses will be integrated in 
Tables XII through XVII as the items measured by them arise, 
over-all, no significant relationships across all the 
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questionnaires were found to exist for the items measured 
by these analyses. 

Before describing the answers to the ancillary ques- 
tions, there is a need to describe how items are related, 
^o variables and how variables are related to MUS-E. 
• Item statements reflect levels of variable concepts. Item 
statements which are rated highly by the respondents 
(checked as "Strongly Agree" on the questionnaire) directly 
relate to the institutionalization of MUS-E only if inpti- 
tutionalization of MUS-E has been rated high (i.e. the 
performance objectives of MUS-E have been met) by the same 
set of respondents. Items which have had maximized responses 
describe a maximized concept. For example, if respoadents 
checke-d low school formalization as a characteristic of 
their schools and if they also had checked the institutionali- 
zation of MUS-E as characteristic of their school, then, 
that item would have a strong correlation coefficient 
with institutionalization. Since the items for all the 
perforniance objectives of MUS-E were shown positively, 
only item statements which were- rated positively related 
to institutionalization of MUS-E. 

Mediating Variables of ttUS-n — The first ancillary 

question which was investigated wasi 

(1) What is the relationship between each mediating 
V^tiable pf the organizational comporient and the 

181 
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degree to whicli the organizational component is 
su(:ccssfully institutionalized. 

Six variables of MUS-22 (rol.ativo advantage, simplicity, 

compatibility, trialability, obsorveability, and ease in 

adoption) v/cre analyzed to determine their relationship to 

the institutionalization of MUS-E, Table XII provides the 

aggregated data from which the variables' relationships 

were described. The decision rules defined earlier were 

applied. When possible, the findings are discussed 

further. 

All six mediating variables wore found (by at least 
one group) to directly relate to the institutionalization 
of MUS-E, Of/tho six variables, the set of items defining 
the relative advantage of MUS-E were more directly re- 
lated to the institutionalization of MUS-E than any other 
sot of items. In particular, the individuals closest to 
MU3-R (the unit teacher and unit leader) and the individual 
furthest away from MUS-K (the superintendent) were more 
strong in tlieir t-jupport of the organizational advantage 
of MUS-E than any other group. Possibly the principal 
(who thought that the advantage of MUS-E was that the 
students liked school bol.tor) and the? district coordinator 
(who thov^ght that the instructional programming techniques 
c^nd \.\\q ^i(\(.]\vid\ial learning needs wnre advantages of MUS-E) 
. wo^rp less supportive of MUS-E because? thoy v/ore faced 
with changes in their rolcis and ,4 docrcaBc; in thoir pov;c'r 
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TABLE XZZ 

AGGREGATED ASSESSMENT OP TSTAT AND STEPRBOl ITEM 
WEIGHTS FOR THE MEDIATING VARIABLES OP MUS-E 



ITEM OMIT UNIT PRIN»- DISTRICT bOPERIN- 

MO. VARIABLE MEASURED TEACHER LEADHR CIPAL COORDIN. TBNDENT 



RELATION- 
SHIP TO 
INSTITU- 
TIONALI- 
ZATION 



RELATIVE ADVANTAGE OFt 

1 Instructional 
Pro^reun 

2 Laamlng Basic 
Skills 

3 Meeting Individual 
Needs 

4 Making Own Role 
Effective 

S. Mdking Other Roles 
Effective 

6 Children Uklng 
School 

COMPATIBILITY WITRt 

7 Principal 

8 Teachers 

9 Coflununity 

10 Self 

11 Superintendent 
13 School District 

Personnel 
13 District Coordinator 
14^ School Board 



3 


3 


2 


3 


3 


YES 


3 


3 


2 


2 


3 


YES 


3 


3 


2 


3 


3 


ys8 


3 


3 


2 


2 


3 






m 




2 


3 


YES 


3 


2 


3 


2 


l3 • 


YES 



2 
3 
2 
3 



3 
2 
1 
1 



1 
1 
1 
1 



2 
3 
I 




YB8 



1$ Observability/ 1 

1« Trialability 3 

17 Base in Adoption 1 

18 Simplicity 1 



2 

3 
1 
2 



3 
1 
1 
2 



2 
1 
1 
3 



3 
3 
3 
3 



YB8 
YES 

YES, 
YB8\ 



KEY 



3 
2 
1 



Strong Relation to Institutionaliaation 
Moderate Relation to Inatitutionaliaation 
Weak Relation to Institutionalisation 
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and autlaority relationships in the schools. The other 
group either working more" closely with MUS-E or viewing 
It from a distance were jerhaps able to approciato its 
advan tages. 

In terms of the compatibility of MUS-E with personnel 
in the school community, compatibility with the principal, 
the teachers, tlae unit teacher user, and the school 
district personnel wore all directly related to institu- 
tionalization of MUS-£. In schools where unit teachers 
indicated that they and their peers -.approved of MUS-E, 
MUS-R was described as closer to being institutionalized. 
In school districts, where the superintendent indicated 
that the personnel approved of MUS-E, MUS-E was described 
(by the superintendent) as closer to being institutionalized. 

In terms of the length of time j.t took to institu- 
tionalize Ml*S-E, only the superintendent .desc^^ed insti- 
tutionalization as directly related to the amount of time 

it took to institutionalize. Possibly, where MUS-E 

took less time to be institutionalized, problems (hinder- 

ances) with school budgets and the need to justify lengthy 

expenditures were not so frequently encountered. IV t 

logical that this concept vould have, been isolatec' by 

the superintendent since he was in^ a position to havc- 

information about this variable. 



\ 
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Mediating Variables of the Process of Changing — • The 

second ancillary question which was Investigated was; 

(2) What is the relationship between each mediating 
variable of the process of changing and the de- 
gree to which the organizational component is 
successfully institutionalized. 

Thirteen variables of the process of change (equalized 
power, adequate user participation/ useful user training, 
collective decision-making, sufficient assistance, avail- 
able research findings, clearly specified objectives, 
adequate user involvement, sufficient resources, materials*: 
supplied on time, adequate slack time, sufficient time 
alotted for group meetings, and lack of collective bar- 
gaining problems) were analyzed to determine their rela- 
tionship to the institutionalization of MUS-E, Table 
Xl^I provides the aggregated data from which these questions 

were answered. 

,1 

Only seven of the fourteen process variables were 
found to directly relate to the institutionalization of 
MUS-E, Clearly specified objectives, available research 
findings, useful inservlce training, sufficient funds, 
useful feedback mechanisms, adequate user involvement, 
and share4 decision making were directly related to the 
Institutionalization of MUS-E while sufficient assistance, 
equalized power, materials supplied on time, problem 

solving meetings scheduled when needed, unit leader slack 

\ 

. \ 
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TABLR XIII 

AGGREGATED ASSESSMENT OP TSTAT AND STKPREGl ITEM 
WEIGHTS FOR THE ^DIATING VARIABLES OP THE 
PROCESS OP CHANGE 



ITEM 
NO. 



VARIAnLE fdEASURBD 



UNIT 

TEACHER 



UNIT 
LEADER 



PRIN- 
CIPAL 



DISTRICT 
COORDIN. 



SUPERIN- 
TENDENT 



RELATION- 
SHIP TO 
INSTITU- 
TIONALI- 
ZATION 



19 


Cledrly Specified 














OhiectlvoB 3 


«p 


1 


1 


2 


YES 


20 
















Findings 3 


1 


3 


1 


1 


YES 




USEFUL USER TRAININGS 












21 


Initial Orientation 1 


2 


• 

9 


1 




YES 


23 


Insezvice Training 3 


3 


2 


1 


1 


YES 


23 


Sufficient Aflsiatanco 2 


1 


2 


2 


2 


MO 


24 


Sufficient Resources 
* 




1 


1 


3 


YBS 




USEFUL USER FEEDBACKS 












2S 


From Unit Leadet 2 










YES 


26 


Prom Principal 2 


2 








YES 


27 


From Superintendent 




1 


3 




YES 


28 


From Other Organi- 














zations 3 


1 


I 


2 


3 


YES 


29 


Adequate Invclvement 










• 




in Process I 


2 


1 


2 


3 


YBS 


30 


Adequate Participation 














in Process 2 


3 


1 


1 




Y18 


31 


Collective Decision** 














Making 3 


I ' 


1 


1 




YES 


32 


Equalised Power 2 


2 


1 


1. 


1 


MO 


33 


Materials Supplied 












On-Time 2 


1 


a 


m 




HO 


34 


Sufficient Time for 














Group Meetings 2 


1 


I 


1 


3 


YES 


3S 


Adequate Slack Time ^ J 


I 


•«» 


m 




NO 


36 


Did Not Have Collective 














Bargaining Problems 


m 


m . 


2 


a 


NO 








- U 




♦ 


MO 



KBY 



3 » Strong Relation to Ir^ptitutionaliseation 
2 • Moderate Relation to Institutionalization 
1 • Weak Relation to InatitutionalisatAun 
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time, and lack of collective bargaining problems were 
not directly related to the institutionalization of MUS-E. 
The major difference between these two groups of variables 
seems to be how necessary the varieUsles are to the process 
itself. User involvement, inservice training, specified 
objectives, sufficient funds, useful feedback are more 
essential to prograijii change than are the supplemental 
variables of materials supplied on time, lack of collective 
bargaining problems, or problem solving meetings scheduled 
when needed. While the latter variables are valuable, 
changes have been made (in the past) without these supportive 
services. In many school districts, the absence of these 
latter variables is . looked upon as a standard characteristic 
of school districts, while at least lip service or at most 
global goals are ascribed to the former variables. Th« 
acknowledged need for these variables was supported by 
this study's findings* 

In terms of the individuals descyibin^ these variables, 
another major difference was discovered. Host of the vari~ 
ables which had direct relationship to institutionalization 
were defined by the unit teacher and unit leader. Possibly 
this is because they were raor^ closely involved in and in- 
formed of the process of change than the othor groups. 
The variables which describe user training, objectives of 
MUS-E, user involvement, and shared decision making were 

\ ■ ' 
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a31 defined by these two groups. 

Mediatiii^ Variables of the Agents -of Chancre — The third 

ancillary question which was investigated was: 

(3) What is the relationship between each mediating 
variable of the agents of change and the degree 
to which the organizational component is success- 
fully institutionalized. 

The activities of four different agents of change (unit 
_J'®fi_4ei^j P^Ahcipal^ coordinator, and superintendent) 

were analyzed. Eight variables related to the agent of 
change (support for user in helping him adapt to MUS-E, 
concern for the user's attitudes towards MUS-E, concern 
. for providing information about i*lUS-E, concern for spending 
adequate time with user, concern for providing user with 
necessary kinds of assistance for adapting to MUS-E, 
concern for encouraging user to experiment with MUS-E 
requirements, concern for encouraging users to work with 
others coming into the organization, and concern for 
meeting often anough with organizations) were analyzed. 
Table XIV provides the aggregated data from which these 
questions were analyzed. 

At first, these variables were analyzed separately 
for each individual agent of change, from this separation, 
it was found that the variables which were related to 
institutionalization of MUS-E were varied for each agent . 
of ch.-.nge. For the unit leader, concern for spending 



,1 
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adequate time with the user was directly related to Insti^ 
tutlonallzatlon. For the principal » concern for spending 
adequate time with the user, concern for the user's 
attitude about MUS-E, and concern for encouraging the user 
to experiment with MUS-E were directly related to institu- 
tionalization. For the district coordinator, concern for 
the attitude of the user, concern for providing informati i 
about MUS-E# concern for supporting the user's efforts 
to adapt to MUS-E, and concern for meeting with the units 
often pnough were directly related to institutionalization. 
For this superintendent, concern for encouraging the user 
to work with others was directly related to institutionali- 
zation. Why was this^^e case? Possibly, the role per- 

« 

formed by the agent of change varied with his pt ition in 

* 4 

the school district. For example, while only one v^iable 
describing the unit leader and t^e superintendent role 
related to institutionalizat.."<.% three variables of the 
principal and four variables of the district coordinator 
rqle related to institutionalization, three variables of 
the principal and four variables of the district coordina- 
tor role related to institutionalization. Possibly, the 
roles of the principal and district coordinator (especially) 
were related to institutionalization because their positions 
were theoretically and descriptively defined in relation 

* 

to institutionalization, while the position of the superin- 

* 
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TABLE XIV 



ITEM 
MO. 



AGGREGATED ASSESSMENT OP TSTAT AND STEPRBGl ITEM 
WEIGHTS FOR TtlE MEDIATING VARIABLES OF THE 
AGENTS OF CHANGE 



UNIT UNIT PRIN- DISTRICT SUPERIN- 
VARTABLE MEASURRD TEACHER LBADDR CIPAL COQRDIH. TENDRNT 



RELATION- 
SHIP TO 
INSTITU- 
TIONALI- 
ZATION 



UNIT LEADERl 

37 Spent Adequate 

Time 3 

38 Supported Users 
Efforts 1 

39 Provided. Needed Aid 1 

40 Concerned with User's 
Attitude 2 

41 Encouraged User to 
Experiment 1 

PRiNCIPALt 

42 Supported User's 
Efforts 1 

43 Spent Adequate Time 1 

44 Provided Needed Aid 1 

45 Concerned with User's 
Attitude . 3 

46 Encouraged User to 
Work with Others 

47 Encouraged User to. 
Experiment 

48 Met lie Often Enough - 

DISTRICT COORDINATORt 

49 Concerned w>.h User's 
Attitude 3 

50 Provided Needed 
Information 3 

51 Spent Adequate Time 2 

52 Supported User's 
Efforts 3 

53 Provided Needed Aid 2 

54 Met User Often Bnou^ 3 



2 
3 
1 

3 

2 

3 
1 



2 
2 

3 
2 
3 



1 
2 

1 
2 
1 



YES 

NO 
NO 

NO 

NO 



NO 
YES 
NO 

YES 

NO 

YES 
NO 



YES 

YES 
NO 

YES 
NO 
YES 



KEY 



3 • Strong Relation to InstitutionalizatJon 
2 • Moderate Relation to institutlonaliisatioh 
1 M W«aK Relation to Institutionalization 
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ITEM 
NO. 



TABLE XXV Contlnuttd 



OMIT UNIT PRIN- DISTRICT 
VARIABLE MKA5URED TEACHER LEADER CIPAL COORDIN. 



RELATION 
SHIP TO 
INSTITO- 
SUPGRIN- TIONALI- 
TBNDENT 2ATI0N 



Str>BRINTBNDENTt 

55 Spent Adequate 
Time 

56 Supported User's 
Efforts 

57 Concerned with 
user's Attitude 

58 Provided Needed Aid . - 

59 Encouraged User to 
Work with Others 

60 Encouraged User to 
' Experiment 

61 Provided Needed In- 
formation • 

OVERALL AGENTS t 

62 Spent Adequate 

Time 3. 

63 Supported Uset*s 
Efforts 3 

64 Provided Needed Aid 2 

65 Concerned with User's 
Ateltude 3 

66 encouraged User to 
Experiment 1 

67 Provided Needed 
Information 9 

68 Encouraged User to 
Work with Others 

69 net Users Often Gnough3 



2 

1 

1 
2 

3 

2 



1 

1 

1 
2 

2 

1 

2 



1 
2 

1 

I 

2 

2 



NO 

HO 

MO 
NO 

tES 

WO 

MO 



YXt 

YBt 

MO 

YBS 
YX8 
YBt 

yi8 

YES 
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tendent was defined in terms of organizational responsi- 
bilities. 

When the roles of the agents ^ere viewed across 
all respondent groups, however, it was found that each 
respondent group did not view the same agent of change 
similarly. Unit leaders described the role of the p;rinci- 
pal more positively than did unit teachers, and unit 
teachers and unit leaders described the role of the district 
coordinator more positively than did the principal. The 
reasons fur these variances again might bo related to the 
positions of the respondent and agent. Unit leaders have 
spent more time with principals than unit teachers, thus, 
they have a better opportunity for viewing a principal's 
role more closely in relation to the change process. Unit 
teachers and unit leaders have viewed the district coor- 
dinator more positively than the principal because (unlike 
the principal) they have not viewed the district coordina- 
tors as a threat to their own authority position in the 
school. 

In order to view the "agents of change" together, 
findings for the individual agents had to be combined. 
Again, the same decision rule was applied in combining the 
item weights of the agents. When this was done, all pf 
the role^ descriptors except "providing needed assistahce" 
were found to be directly related to the institutionali- 
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alization of MUS-E. This might be an indication that • 
while most of the descriptors are important, different 
agents may be looked upon to assume different responsibili- 
ties. Thus, in order for a school district to be success- 
ful in institutionalizing a change program, different 
agents may need to perform differently. 

Formal Intervening Variables — The fourth ancillary 
question which was investigated wast 

« 

(4) What is the relationship between each intervening 
formal organizational variable and the degree to 
wnich the organizational component is success- 
fully institutionalized. 

Intervening, formal organizational variables were analyzed 
at the school, school district and community level. At the 
school or school district level, eleven variables (decen- 
tralization of decision making, Ipw formalization, high 
complexity, high, indivi/du^l accountability, two-way communi 
cation channels, job specialization, freedom of personnel 
to control jobs, sufficient time for scheduling meetings, 
to deal with district problems, staff heterogeneity, inte- 
grative communication links, and interdependent staff 
functions) were analyzed, \t the community level, five 
variables (4 homogeneous population, a high public interest 
in education, a cosmopolitan population, an effective local 
government, and a willingness to pey for educational pro- 
grams) were analyzed. Table XV provides the aggregated 
data from which these questions were answered. 

193 
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TABLE XV 

AGGREGATED ASSESSMENT OP TSTAT AND STEPRBQl 
ITEM WEIGHTS FOR INTERVENING FORMAL 
ORGANIZATIONAL VARIABLES 



ITEM R£L. TO 



NO. 


VARIABLE MEASURED 


UT 


UL 


P 


DC 


8 


INSTITO. 




Low Formallzatlont 














C2 
<3 


What rules specified for 
Number of rules in 
district 


2 

m' 


2 


• 2 


1 

1 


2 

1 


NO 
NO 




Low Formalization t 














64 


Number of rules in .school 


3 


2 


2 


- 


- 


YES 




Integrative Communication! 














65 
66 
67 


* 

With colleagues 
With superordlnate 
With subordinate 


3 
3 


3 
3 

1 


1 
2 


2 

3 
1 


1>H 
1 

1^ 




68 


Freedom to control job 


1 


1 


2 


1 


1 


NO 




High Individual Accountabilityt 












69 

70 


No conflicting expectations 2 
Accountability for achieve- . 
ment 3 


2 


1 


2 

2 


2-^ 




71 


Open tvo«-vay communication 
channels 


2 


1 


1 


1 


2 


NO 


72 


High complexity 






2 


2 


3 


YES 


73 


Job specialisation 


3 


2 








YES 


74 


Interdependent staff 
functions 


? 


I 








NO 




Decentralized Dociaion Makings 












75 

76 


What decides 

How participates 


3 

1 


9 

2 


1 

2 


3 
3 




YES 


77 


Sufficient time for 
scheduled meetings 


m 


m 




1 


m 


NO 
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ITEM 

NO. VARIABLE MEASOREO 



71 

79 



VABLB XV Contintt«4 

UT 



A Community It t 



Cosmopolitan 
Hilling to pay for 
•ducation 
to Involved in ichool 
•1 An effective civil 
governraent 



3 
1 



UL 



1 
2 



DC 



3 
1 



1 
1 



S 



2 
1 



nSL. TO 
IN8TITU. 



YI8 

NO 
YtS 



*Staff Heterogeneity 

*Community Homogeneity 



Dropped out. in pilot ^analysis NO 
Dropped out in Pilot analveia NO 



3 ■ Strong Relation to Inatitutlonalisation 
2 " Moderate Relation to Inetitutionalisatioa 
1 ■ Weak Relation to Inatitutionalisatlon 



UT " Unit Teacher 
UL Unit Leader 
P, ■ Priaolpal 



DC ■ Diatriot Coordinator 
S "Superintendent 
Rel. to Inatitu. > Relation to 
Inatlttttionallsatlon 
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At tho formal school/school district level, low 
formalization at the school level, integrative communica- 
tion channels, high individual accountability, high 
school district complexity, job specialization at the 
school level, and decentralized decision making were 
directly related to institutionalization of MUS-E,, while 
low school district formalization, freedom to control 
one's job, use of two way communication channels, interde- 
pendent staff functions at the school level, sufficient 
time for school district meetings, and staff heterogeneity 
were not related to institutionalization. 

Despite the f«ct that only six of the twelve variables 
were related to institutionalization, there was a similarity 
in some of the variables related and some not related to 
institutionalization, Por^example, although low formaliza- 
tion was related to institutionalization at the school 
level, it was not related to institutionalization at the . 
school district level. This was not completely contra- 
dictory, because although there would be a need for less 
rules acid procedures at the school level where the change 
was being institutionalized, at the same time there would 
not be a corresponding need for low formalization at the 
school district level. In fact, there might even be a 
.A^eed for greater formalization at the district level 
where supportive functions (to the institutionalization 
of MUS-E) and consistent policies during an experimenta- 
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tion phase in the schools v/ould need to be maintained. 

Another apparent ino- >nsistency of the findings, was 
that while integrativo ccr^i^ianieation channels were related 
to institutionalization, open subordinate^superordinate 
. (two-way) channels were not. Here, too, though, the 
findings were <jpnsistent. While only unit teacher, unit 
leaders, and district coordinators described integrative 
coRimunlcation channels positively between colleagues and 
superordinates, all groups described integrative communi- 
cation channels less positively betv/een themselves and 
subordinates. . The item which they were asked about which 
related to two-way communication was how they communicated 
with their subordinates. They described this communication 
less positively and openly, and the variable was rejected 
as being iBlated to institutionalization. Was there an 
inconsistency? Not really, it seems that' communication, 
upward and with colleagues was defined as more integrative 
than communication downward; an4 this was consistent with 
the philosophy of MUS-E wherein much was designed ♦:o be 
done from the bottom up, especially in t)\e institutionali- 
zation of MUS-E. The relationship of job specialization 
and decentralization of decision-making to institutionali- 
zation could also be explained using this philosophy. 

When the differences between respondent groups as 
to how the/ viewed formal school/school district variables 
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were analyzed, an interesting difference was uncovered. 
The unit teachers and to n lesser extent, the unit leaders, 
described the formal organizational structure more posi- 
tively than the other groups. This could have reflected 
either their misinformation about formalization, their low 
position in the school district hierarchy (away from the 
formalization of rules and procedures) , or the need for 
characteristics of formal organizational structure to be 
modified when individuals were directly involved in the 
institutionalization cf riUS-E. Possibly, other individuals- 
were not as concerned about the formal characteristics of 
an organization if they were not as directly involved in 
the institutionalization of MUS-E, 

. At the community level, three of the variables were 
related to the institutionalization of MUS-E. If a com- 
munity was described as cosmopolitan, willing to pay for 
education, and possessing an effective civil government, 
it directly related to institutionalization of MUS-E. 
All five respondent groups seemed fairly consistent in 
their description of their communities* characteristics, 
although the unit teachers, unit leaders, arid principals 
seemed more positive about their communities* characteris- 
tics. 
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Intervening Informal Variables — The fifth ancillary 

question which was investigated was: 

(5) What is the relationship between each inter- 
vening, informal organizational variable and 
the degree to vhich tne organizational com- 
ponent is successfully institutionalized. 

Pour variables (an integrative informal communication net- 
work, /staff feeling of influence and importance in deter- 
mining educational programs and policies, high staff 
cooperation, and varied geographical background of staff) 
were analyzed. Table XVI provides the aggregated data 
from which these questions were analyzed. 

In general, most of the variables describing the 
informal organizational characteristics of a school/ 
school district were not related to the institutionaliza- 
tion of MUS-E. The unit leaders of all the respondents 
were more positive about the informal organizational 
variables than any other group. Only the unit leaders 
described a variable (the staff's feeling of influence 
in helping to determine educational policies and pro- 
grams) in direct relation to the institutionalization of 
MUS-E. It was thought that the weakness of these vari- 
ables is partially explained by the lack of good measures 
for them. Staff cohesiveness, cooperation, open communi- 
cation, etc. are difficult to measure accurately. The 

« 

unit leaders probably described the variables more posi- 
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TABLE XVI ^ 

AGGREGATED ASSESSMENT OF TSTAT AND STEREGl 
ITEM tVEIGHTS FOR INTERVENING INFORMAL 
ORGANIZATIONAL VARIABLES ^ 

ITEM REL. TO 

NO* VARIABLE MEASURED UT UL P DC • S INSTITU . 

Staff Feel Influential: 



82 In educational 

policies 13 * - - - YES 

83 In educational program 13 - ~ - . YES 

Integrative Communication 

84 With aifferent groups 2 2 1 1 2 NO 

85 With own group 12-12 NO 

High staff cooperation : 

86 In school 1 2 2 - - HO 

87 In school district - - 1 3. 1 NO 



Varied geographical 
background of staff Dropped out in pilot analysis NO 

KEY 

3a strong Relation to Institutionalization 
2 « Moderate Relation to Institutionalization 
1 « Weak Relation to Institutionalization 



UT « Unit Teacher 
UL « Unit Leader 
P a Principal 



DC a District Coordinator 

S a Superintendent 
REL. TO IKSTITU. = Relation to 
Institutionalization 



tively than other groups, because the unit leader's role 
alone was one in which social relationships were more 
important than profess ionai'relativeships. To be 
effective, the unit leader (with a role halfway between 
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unit teacher and principal) had to be aware of and con- 
cerned with the relationship within the unit. 

Intervening Individual Variables — The sixth ancillary 

question which Was investigated was: 

(6) What is the relationship between each inter- 
vening, individual variable and the degree to 
which the organizational component is success- 
fully institutionalized. 

Intervening individual variables were analyzed for both 
administrators and individual users. For the administra- 
tor, eight variables (status and influence within the school 
district, persuasiveness, advanced graduate education, high 
inter-est and activity in professional association, high 
achievement orientation, concern for subordinates opinions, 
high iwareness of recent developments in education, and 
concern for meeting often enough with subordinates) 
were analyzed. For the individual user, ten variables 
(moderate amount of teaching or administrative experience, 
tolerance and acceptance of change, low tenure in the 
system, advanced graduate training, high achievement 
orientation, tolerance and acceptance of ambiguity, 
tolerance and acceptance of autonomy, high feeling of own 
importance in helping to determine, educational programs 
and policies within the school/school district, acceptance 
and liking for working with others, and, willingness to 
experiment with innovations) were analyzed. Table XVII 
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TABLE XVII 

I 

AGGREGATED ASSESSMENT OP TSTAT AND STEPREGl 
ITEM WEIGHTS FOR INTERVENING 
INDIVIDUAL VARIABLES 



ITEM 












RBL, TO 


NO. 


VARIABLE MEASURED 


UT 


UL 


P 


DC 


S INSTITU 




Principals 












88 


Concern for subordin- 




• 










ates opinions 


1 


1 


- 


- 


NO 


89 


Meets with unit often 




• 










enough 


3 




- ■ 


- 


YES 


90 


High awareness of recent 














developnent 


3 


1 






YES 


91 


High status and influ- 














ence 


2 


3 






YES 


92 


Persuasiveness 


2 


1 






NO 


93 


High Interest/activiLi 














in education 


1 


1 






NO 




Superintendents 












94 


Informed of recent 














development 






3 


1 


YES 


95 


Concern for subordin- 














ates opinions 






1 


1 


NO 


96 


High status and 














influence 






1 


. 3 


- YES 


^7 


Persuasiveness 






2 


1 


NO 


98 


High interest/activity 














in education 




mm 


2 


3 


YES 




Individuals 




* 




m 




99 


Toxerance/acceptanoe 














of change 


2 


1 


2 


1 


1 NO 



100 Willing to experiment 



NO 



101 
102 



Individual Feel Influential s 

In educational policies 1 
In educational programs 1 



1 
2 



1 
1 



:> 



NO 



103 



Likes who works with 



YES 
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TABLE XVII Continued 



ITEM 

NO. VARIABLE MEASURED 



UT UL 



DC 



REL. TO 
INSTITU. 



Acceptance of autonomy* Dropped out in pilot analysis NO 



High achievement 
orientation* 



DISCRIMI no support 



NO 



Advanced education* 



DISCRIMI no support 



NO 



•Acceptance of a mbiguity* Dropped out in pilot analysis NO 



Low tenure in system* 'DISCRIMI no support 



NO 



Moderate amount of 
teach. /admin.* 



DISCRIMI no support 



NO 



Overall Administrator s 

Concern subordinates 
opinions 



Meets with unit often 
enough 

High awareness of recent 

developments 
High status and influence 
Persuasiveness 
High interest/activity 

in education 



3 
2 
2 



1 
3 
1 



1 
2 



3 
1 



NO 



YES 

YES 
YES 
NO 

YES 



KEY 



3 w Strong Relation to Institutionalization 
2 • Moderate Relation to Institutionalization 
1 ■ Weak Relation to Institutionalization 

Teach. « Teaching 
Admin. • Administration 



UT " Unit Teacher 
UL - Unit Leader 
P « Principal 



DC » District Coorlndator 

S » Superintendent 
REL. TO INSTITU. • Relation to 
Institutionalization 
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provides tho aygregated data from which tho questions 
were analyzed. 

When tlic findings about tho relationship of an ad- 
ministrator's rolo and institutionalization of MUS-E 
wore compared, more similarities than dissimilarities 
were uncovered. For the principal, three of the six 
variables (the principal meets with tho unit often enough, 
is informed about what is happening in education, and is 
influential in setting policies) and for the superinten- 
dent, three of tho six variables (the superintendent is 
informed about what is happening in education, is inf luenti 
in setting policies, and is active in professional meetings 
outside the school district) were directly related to the 
institutionalization of MUS-E, For both administrators, 
being perceived by their subordinates as influential and 
informed v;as directly related to tho institutionalization 
of MUS-R. For neither administrator was being perceived 
as porsuajsive or valuing anothers opinion related to tlie 
institutionalization of MIJS-R, In analysis, for both 
administrators, it soemod that variables related to pro- 
fessional is&ucs (the perceived stauus, influence, and 
awareness of administrators) v'crc u.orc iraportant in termi, 
of the relation to inscituti enalization than varibles 
related to pertronal user issues (hhn valuing of users 
oi^'nions or administrator's persuasiveness). Thus, due 
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to t^i^i adflitional separation between superordinate and 
subordinate, subordinates seemed more responsive to 
professional relationships than personal relationships 
with the^r superordinates . 

Of the two variables rel<<ted to the individual user 
characteristics, only one variable (individual user likes 
colleagues with whom he works) was found to '.e directly 
related to the institutionalization pf IIUS-E. As in the 
informal organizational variables, only the unit leaders 
were positive about the individual user variables. Again, 
this might reflect their unique position within the multi- 
unit school, rather than their individual perspective 
about the institutionalization of MUS-B. The weakness 
of these variables and the factor in general is supported 
by the findings of other studies (which have not found 
strong relationships between individual user variables and 
institutionalization of change programs) and the fact 
that the measures describing these variables have not 
yet been accurately developed so that the important uiider- 
lying characteristics of these variables can be measured. 
For example, it might not be low tenure in a system which 
relates to institutionalization, but something related to 
low tenure which is itself related to institutionalization. 
In any case, most individual user variables are not dir- 
ectly related to institutionalization of MUS-E. 
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EXTENDED ANAI.YSEU OP THE DATA 
In this section, the items in each factor and ques- 

1 

tionnaire, the combination of items in each regression 
equation and the findings of the hypotheses* and ancillary 
questions, will be ftnalyacd further and a tentative model 
cf change will be proposed. 

Roovaluation of the Itetns in the Questionnaires — Although 
the item to test correlation coefficients v/ere analyzed 
in terms of the relationship to institutionalization, the 
item to scale correlation coefficients ware not analyzed 

in terms of the relationship to the factors. Since the 
findings for FACT0R2 and TSTAT factor scores seemed some- 
what contradictory (with each proponing a different model 
for looking at change) , further analysis of the rela- 
tionship of items to the a priori factors is ne^edad in 
order to lay the groundwork for later refinement and 
interpretation oi' the factors related to change. 

To undertake this analysis, the itei ou each ques- 
tionnaire assigned factor und to the .»:ionalization 
of MUS-r. were listed (see Table XVIII) and compared across 
quostionnaa ros. 

All tlie items on each uuestionnairc which -liad a 
weak relationship to their factor also had a weak rela- . 

ionship to institutionalization of MUS-E. Across the 
ffn'^nt7onn.-»ir'^<5 (for three or more groups when five ro- 
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TABLE XVIII 

ITEMS ON EACH QUESTIONNAIRE WHICH ARE WEAKLY RELATED 
(CORRELATION COEFFICIENT OF <.40) TO THEIR 
SCALE AND INSTITUTIONALIZATION OP MUS-E 

ITEM 

NO. DESCRIPTION OT UL P DC S 

Dependent Variables 

4 MUS-E has helped individuals 
like me be more effective 
in their role x 

Attributes of MUS-B 

9 Community residents , 

approve of MUS-E x 

12 Personnel in school 
district approve of 

MUS-E X 

13 District coordinator 

approves of MUS-E X 

15 Initial results of 
MUS-E were rewarding 
in their effect on 

learning x x 

Process of Chancye 

19 The objective of MUS-E 

were initially described x x 

20 The research findings of 
the eff,ects of MUS-E else- 
where were initially pro- 
vided X 

22 Inservice programs 
helped individuals 

iet up MUS-E X 

24 Sufficient funds were 
provided to schools 

setting up MUS-E x 

27 Individual received 
feedback from super- 
intendent about role 
in setting up MUS-E x 
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TABLE XVIII Continued 

ITEM 

NO. DESCRIPTION UT UL P DC 

28 Individual was kept 

informed of activities 
of other organizational 
units in sotting up 

MUS-E X • X 

30 Individual was involved 

in depth in setting up . 

MUS-E , X X 

32 Individual was allowed 
initiative in setting 

up MUS-E X XXX 

34 Necessary organizational 
meetings were scheduled 
wheh problems with MUS-E 
arose x 

Agents of Change V 

44 Principal provided indi- 
vidual (s) with necessary 
kinds of assistance for 
adapting to MUS-E . • x 

49 District coordinator was 
concerned with what I 
thought about MUS-E x 

54 District coordinator met 
often enough with individual (s) 

(i.e. once a week) x 

55 Superintendent spent 
adequate time with me 

in helping me set up the 

MUS-E X 

56 Superintendent supported my 
efforts in setting up the 

MUS-E X 

58 Superintendent provided me 
with necessary kinds of 
assistance fc-: adapting to 

MUS-E X 

60 Superintendent encouraged in- 
dividuals to experiment with 
new innovations 208 ,x 
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TABLE XVIII Continued 

ITEM 

N0« DESCRIPTION UT UL P DC S 

61 Superintendent provided 
me with information 
about how to set up 

MUS-E X 

Formal School or School 
District and Community 

« 

63 There are not many 
rules and procedures 

in the school district * x x 

64 There are not many 

rules and procedures . 

in the school x 

65 Individual must communi- 
cate with colleagues to 

do work X 

67 Individual must -communi- 
cate with immediate sub- 
ordinate to do work x x 

68 Individual has freedom 
to control events that 

influence his job x 

69 Superordinates do not 
have conflicting expecta- 
tions for individual's 

performance x x 

70 The individual is held 
accountable for children's 
educational achievement 

in his organixation x 

71 Individual talks often 
enough (i.e. an hour a 
week) with superordinate 

about job X 

72 School or school district 
has services of varied 

professionals x x x 

74 Unit teachers teach in 
a particular fubject 
area » v 
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TABLE XVIII Continued 



ITEM 

NO, DESCRIPTION 



UT 



UL 



P 



DC 



S 



103 



Individual likes 
colleagues with 
whom he works 



X 



KEY I 



UT e Unit Teacher 
UL e Unit Leader 
P ■ Principal 



DC ■ District Coorindator 
S m Superintendent 



sponded) many similar items were listed. In the category 
of attributes of MUS-E , the variable describing the ini- 
tial results of MUS-E was listed. In the category of 
attributes of the process of changing ^ the variables 
describing the initial objectives of MUS-E, the degree 
to vhich the individual was informed of others* activities 
the individual's depth of involvement in the process, 
and the, individual's allowance of initiative in setting 
up the process were listed. No variables from the cate- 
gory of agents of change were on the comparative list. 
In the category of formal organizational variables ^ the 
variables describing low formalization in the school 
district, whether or not individuals must communicate with 
their subordinates, high complexity of the school district 
whether or not teachers teach special subjects, and 
residents* of the community's Involvement in schools were 
on the list. There were no items in either category 
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describing informal or^anization«-\l variables or individual 
user variables . 

Before it could be concluded that these items 
(described above) should be dropped from studies of change, 
this comparative list of weakly related variables was com- 
pared to the list of strongly related variables (see 
Tables XII through XVII) . When these lists were compared, 
a problem discovered before re-*emerged. Except for two 
variables (allowance of individual initiative and commun- 
ity's involvement in schools), the variables on both lists 
compared perfectly; what several groups described aa re- 
lated to institutionalization, several other groups de- 
scribed as not related to institutionalization. This 
provided the researcher with a problem; so, before 
variables could be removed from further analysis, a ra- 
tionale had to be developed which would account for the 
different relationships ol' the same variable concept. 

If this rationale was developed, some general 
theoretical reccmmendations could be made as to what 
type of items could be removed from further analysis. 
The framework could be applied to the development of a 
model of change and studies in the future could refine 
their analyses where this siudy finished. At the same 

• 

time, another area of analysis provided for in this 
section (the meaning of the findings) could also be 
brought into focus, 
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In general, a rationale could be developed which 
viewed the components of change according to the indi- 
viduals involved in the change rather than according to 
the elements of change. Each respondent group viewed 
the institutionalization of MUS-B differently depending 
on: (1) tlieir particular role (tasks and duties per- 
formed) in the institutionalization process; (2) their 
proximity to the daily activities of the process; 
(3) their position in the school district; (4) the amount 
of information they had first or second hand about insti- 
tutionalization; (5) how tliey were affected by MUS-E; 
and (6) their liking for MUS-E, Specifically, it seemed 
that the superintendent was not equally important through- 
out all stages of the institutionalization process. In 
general, he did not even view himself as important to the 
process as he v/as not greatly affected by the process 
itself. He was not generally viewed as a change agent 
by his subordinates (principal and district coordinator) , 
but rather he was viewed as being informed, active, and 
influential, all characteristics which initially would 
bo important for bringing a change program to a school 
' district rather tsjian maintaining it. With this, perspective 
in mind, the superintendent would be more likely to know 
about the initial "decision to adopt" process than the 
maintenance and routinization process. Thus, if one 
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wanted to learn abo\4jj institutionalization from the super- 
intendent, one would not ask him about items which related 
to the specific routinization process (i.e. - inservice 
program) or characteristics of the school district's 
organization (formal or informal) , Instead one would ask 
him about items which related to the attributes of MUS-B, 
and the relative advantage of MUS-E as these are items 
which more clearly describe the "decision to adopt" 
process.. * 

Unlike the superintendent, the district coordinator 
was in a slightly different position with respect to the 
institutionalization of MUS-E. It was his assigned duty 
to work to institutionalize MUS-E. In districts with 
more than four or five schools, he was directly affected 
by the success achieved in the process of institutionaliza- 
tion • Indeed, of all the internal agents of change, 
the unit teachers and unit leaders thought more of the 
district coordinator's role in institutionalization of 
MUS-E than the principal's or unit leader's role. Possibly, 
there are some reasons for this; the unit teacher was too 
close to the unit leader to see him/her as an agent of 
change and the unit leader was too close to the principal* 
Also, sometimes, external help (information, planned 
meetings, etc.) is more easily received chan internal 
organizational help. Also, the district coordinator's 
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special position as multiunit consultant or implomentation 
expert placed him in a unique position holping him 
(potentially) to be more effective within the school. 
For these ancLotlier reasons, the district coordinator 
would be more likely to be related to the institutionali- 
zation process as an agent of change. Thus, if one wanted 
to know about institutionalization from the district 
coordinator, items which related to his role in the process 
of institutionalization in the schools, his role in the 
process of institutionalization in the school district, 
his relationships to the principal, unit leaders and unit 
teachers, and hia characteristics as a consultant in the 
schools would be valuable. 

The :«JS-E principal also was in a unique position 
in relation to the institutionalization of MUS-E. He 
was and was perceived as both an administrator and a 
change agent of MUS-E. His role in. school, however, as 
a leader was challenged by both the district coordinator 
and the Instructional Improvement Committee (IIC) . Thus, 
it was not unrcaso'nable to find that, of all the respondent 
groups, he perceived MUS-E, the amount of support he 
received from the district, the process of institutionali- 
zation, and the district coordinator' s,, role in the least 
favorable way. Since his role was being negatively af- 
fected by MUS-E, he seemed to have different goals (i.e. 
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desire to attain personal support) than the other groups 
involved in the institutionalization of MUS»E« If one 
wanted to learn about the institutionalization of MUS-E 
from the principal^ items which related to his role in 
the school (before and after MUS-E) , his conflicting roles 
and responsibilities as administrator and agent of change, 
and his relationships to the district coordinator, unit 
leader, and unit teacher, would be valuable. 

The unit leader's lole was one also created by 
MUS-E. The role was one between that of teacher and ad- 
ministrator. As such (like the principal and district 
coordinator) the role was complex and often conflicting. 
In regard to the institutionalization of MUS-E, the unit 
leader had diverse expectations placed on him, as he had 
to guide and work in his own unit as well as guide the 
school in institutionalizing MUS-E. Despite these pressures 
however, the unit leader (next to the unit teacher) was 
the most positive of the respondent groups about the 
attributes of MUS-E, the process of changing, the roles 
of the agent of change, and the formal organizational 
variables. He was the most positive of the respondent 
groups about the informal organizational variables. If 
one wanted to learn eibout institutionalization of MUS-E 
from the unit leader, items which related to his role in 
the unit and in the XIC, his conflicting roles as agent 
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of change and adwinistrator , his involvement in the process 
of change, his relations with the unit teacher and princi- 
pal and the formal and informal organizational climate of 
the school would be valuable. Perhaps the unit leader 
(more than any other group) had the potential for having 
a balanced perspective with much diverse information about 
the internal structure of the school. Since he was not 
as removed from the unit teacher as the principal he was 
involved in the detailed daily activities of his unit. 
Also, since ,he was not removed from the principal, be was 
involved in determining the general policies of the school. 
As someone with two kinds of perspectives, he might possess 
valuable information about the conflict in these two 
situations. 

The final in^vidual involved in the institutional- 
ization of MUS-E was the unit teacher himself. He was 
the actual target' and user of change and (as such) was the 
one most directly involved with the change process. In 
general, the unit teacher was of all the respondent groups 
most positive about the attributes of MUS-E, the process 
of changing, tlie agents of change, and the formal organi- 
zational variables. If one wanted to learn about MUS-E 
from him, items related to those categories (mentioned 
above) as well as to his specific relations with the unit 
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leader and the principal would be valuable. Unit 
teachers (of all the respondent groups) were invaluable 
infoxmants about the process of change in their unit, 
but less informed about the process of change in the 
school. 

If this rationale and review of the varied respondent 
groups* relations to MUS-E is applied to an analysis of 
the items in the questionnaires, many changes would be 
made in the questionnaires. First, only a few of the 
factors of change would be included in each questionnaire • 
Rather than searching to find corroboration of information 
across respondent groups, questionnaires would instead 
seek to obtain information which only one. group had know* 
ledge about or specific Involvement in. Second, many 
more items which related to the conflicts between in- 
dividual's roles and perceptions would be added to the 
questionnaires to see tow these conflicts related to the 
process of changing and what measures were used to deal 
with them. Third, factors would be specif Icially described 
for the individual respondent groups rather than generally 
described for all respondent groups. Only descriptions 
about the process of change would still be asked of all 
groups . 
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Item Clusters xn STEPREGl Equations — When the items in 
each final regression model were individually analyzed 
for each questionnaire, few real meaningful relationships 
were discovered. Most of the clusters of variables 
internal to the equation seemed diverse and sometimes 
random. Often items with both weak and strp;ig correla- 
tion coefficients (see Appendix G) were included in the 
final model. If any trend was discovered, however, it 
was that many of the items in each model were those which 
the respondent was concerned with or possessed more 
direct information about. For example, the unit teacher 
had more items in his model from the process of change 
and the organizational variables than any other groups. 
This possibly reflected his concern with the environment 
in which he worked and the way he worked to institutionalize 
MUS-E, The superintendent had more items in his model 
from the attributes of MUS-E than any other group and 
second to the most items from the process of change. 
This possibly reflected his major concern with MUS-E 
and the process of institutionalization since he was the 
one who had to justify MUS-E to the school board and 
community. The other respondent groups had less obvious 
iteijj sets. 

i 

Since little was learned from analyzing the STEPREGl 
equations separately, the equations were compared across 



ERIC 



219 



the questionnaires. (See Table XIX for a description of 
the final sets of variables across the questionnares.) 
There were several ways in which this was done. First, 
similar items in more than two models, were identified 
and analyzed. It was thought that these similarities 
across groups might iBflect an underlying set of items 
(variables) which cut across the differences in the roles, 
positions (etc,) of the respondent groups. Two groups of 
variables were identified. The variables related to 
the initial results of MUS-E, the complexity of the 
school district, and the high accountability of the in- 
dividuals were in the final regression model >f four 
respondent groups. The variables related to the simplicity 
of IIUS-E, the degree to v;hich individuals communicated with 
their colleagues, the degree to which the individual 
participated in decision making, and the degree to which 
the community was cosmopolitan and willing to pay for most 
programs, were in the final regression model for three 
respondent groups. When these variables were analyzed, 
similarities in these sets of variables and the factors 
analyzed by PACT0R2 were found. In general, both groups 
of variables beemcd to bo more related to the onvironwent 
of change than to individual rolos and tasks. i\lso, i'ne 
variables in these comparecl equations were only froia three 
categories! the attributes of MUS-G, the process of 
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TABLE XXX 



CONCEPT DESCRIPTION OP FINAL SETS OF VARIABLES 
FROM STEPREGl FOR EACH QUESTIONNAIRE 



ITEM 
NO. 


DESCRIPTION 


DT 


* UL 


P DC 


s 


Dependent Variables 




Attributes of MUS-E 










7 


Principal approves of 
MUS-E 


X 


X 






8 


Teachers approve of 
MUS-E 


x' 








9 


Community residents 
approve of MUS-E 






X 




10 


Individual ("I**) approves 
of MUS-E 


X 




X 




12 


Personnel in school district 
approve of MUS-E 






X 


14 


School board members 
approve of MUS^E 








X 


35 


Initial results of MUS-E 
were rewarding in their 
effect on learning 


• 


X 


• 

X X 


X 


16 


It was easy to adapt to 
MUS-E 


X 






X 


17 


It did not take too much 
time to adapt to MUS-E 








X 


18 


The principles and compon- 
ents of MUS-E are easy to 
understand. 




X . 


. X 


. X 
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TABLE XIX Continued 



ITEM 

NO. DESCRIPTION VT VL ? DC S 

Process of Change 

19 The objectives of MUS-E --'^ 
were initially described x x 

20 The research findings of 
the effects of MUS-E 
elsewhere were initially 

provided x x 

21 Orientation workshops 
helped me to understand 

MUS-E X X 

.22 Inservice programs helped 

individuals set up MUS-E x 

24 Sufficient funds were pro- ' --if 
vided to schools setting 

up MUS-E X 

27 Individual received feed- 
back from superintendent 
about role in setting up 

MUS-E X 

28 Individual was kept in- 
formed of activities of 
other organizational units 

in setting up MUS-E x x x 

29 Individual was adequately 
.involved in setting up 

MUS-E X 

30 Individual was involved in 

depth in setting up MUS-E x 

31 Decisions about setting 

up MUS-E were shared x 

32 Individual was allowed 
initiative in setting up 

MUS-E X X 
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TABLE XIX Continued 

ITEM 

NO, DESCRIPTION UT UL F DC S 

33 Needed MUS-E materials 

were supplied on time x 

34 Necessary organization <o£ 
meetings were scheduled 
when problems with MUS-E 

arose x 

36 Setting of MUS-E has not 
presented collective bar- 
gaining problems 

Agents of Change 

37 Unit leader spent adequate 
time with me in helping me 
adapt to the MUS-E x 

43 Principal spent adequate ^ 
time with individual (s) 
in helping them adapt to 
the MUS-E X 

45 Principal was concerned 
with what I thought about 

the MUS-E X X 

46 Principal encouraged unit 
leader to work with special- 
ists coming into school x 

47 Principal encouraged unit ; 
leaders to experiment with ' 
new innovations x 

SO District coordinator pro- 
vided information about 
how to set up MUS-E X 

52 District Coordinator suoported 
individual (s) efforts to 
adapt to MUS-E x x 

54 District Coordinator met 
often enough with individ- 
ual (■) (i.e. once a week) x x 
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TABLE XIX Continued 



ITEM 

WO, DESCRIPTION UT UL P DC 

55 Superintendent spent 
adequate time with me 
in helping me set up 
the HUS-E X 

59 Superintendent encour- 
aged me to work with 

outside specialists x 

60 Superintendent encour- 
aged individuals to 
experiment with new 
innovations x 

61 . Superintendent pro- 

vided me with infor- 
mation about how to 

set up MUS-E X 



Formal School or School 
District 

64 There are not many 
rules and procedures 

in the school x 

65 Individual must communi- 
cate with colleagues to 

do work X X 



66 Individual must ccmmuni- 
; cate with immediate 

superordinate to do 

work XX X 

67 Individual must communi- 
cate with immediate sub- 
ordinate to do work x 

70 The individual is held 

accountable for chidren's 

educational achievement 

in his organization x x x 
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TABLE XIX Continued 

ITEM 

WO. DESCRIPTION UT UL ' P DC 8 

71 Individual talks often 
enough (i.e. an hour 

a week) with super- 

ordinate about job x x 

72 School or school dis- 
trict has services of 

varied professionals x 

73 There are different 
kinds of jobs for 
individuals like me 
in the school or- 
ganization X XXX 

74 Unit teachers teach 
in a particular sub- 
ject aroa x 

75 Individual participates 
in decision making in 
the development of new 
curricula, procedures 
and policies and adop- 
tion of new programs x x 

76 Individual participates 
in decision making by 
exchanging information 
and developing, sel- 
ecting^ Implementing, 
and evaluating solu- 
tions to problems x 

77 School district meetings 
are scheduled often 
enough to deal with 
problems which occur 

in school district x 
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TABLE XIX Continued 



il 



ITEM I ^ 

K0> DESCRIPTION ut UL P DC Si 

Conununity 

78 Residents of school 
community are cos- 
mopolitan XX X 

79 Residents of school 
coRununity are willing 
to pay for most edu- 
cational programs x x x 

81 There is an effective 
local civil govern- 
ment in this school 

district x x 



Informal School or 
School District 

82 Teachers in school can 
influence educational 
policies of school 
district 

83 Teachers in school 
can influence edu- 
cational program in 
school 

84 Communication with indi- 
viduals in different 
units (department, etc*) 
is open 

85 Communication wLth indi- 
viduals in same unit 
(department, etc.) is 
open 



2U 

TABLE XIX Continued 

ITEM 

NO, DESCRIPTION UT UL P DC S 

Administrative 
^naracteris tics 

89 Principal meets with 
the unit often enough 
(i.e. more than an hour 

a week) x 

90 Principal is informed 
about what is happening 

in education x 

91 Principal is influ- 
ential in setting 
policies in school 

district x x 

94 Superintendent is in- 
formed about what is 

happening in education x 

96 Superintendent is influ- 
ential in setting policies 
in this school district x 

98 Superintendent is active 
in professional meetings 
and conferences outside 

this school district x 



Individual. User 

99 Individual is pleased with 
innovations in. curricula, 
teaching methods, school 
procedures, educational 
goals, and organizational 
structures 

103 Individual likes colleagues 
with whom he works 
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Possibly, these three factors were underlying factors 
which related to institutionalization of MUS-E across 
all respondent groups. 

The second analysis which was performed was one 
in which similar items across two groups wore listed and 
analyzed. The unit teacher and unit leader had more 
items of agreement (twelve) than any other paired groups. 
This was expected since these two groups were closer 
together in relation to their position and proximity 
to tlie process of change than any other paired respondent 
groups. Unit teachers and mit leaders were paired on 
the following set of variables: the principal approves 
of MUS-E, the objectives of MUS-E were initially described, 
the individual was allowed initiative in setting up 
MUS-E, the principal was concerned with user attitudes, 
the district coordinator supported individual's efforts, 
the district coordinator met often with users, there are 
not waiy rules in school, individuals must communicate 
with colleagues and suporordinatres, the individual 
participates in decision making, the community is cos- 
mopolitan, and the principal is influential. Characteris- 
tics related to an open, supportive, participative school 
environment scorned to be described by these variables. 
Since unit teachers and unit leaders were really the two 
groups of individuals who were most involved in institu- 
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tionalization, it was not surprising that variables 
related to a facilitative environment of change were in- 
cluded in their final regression equation. 

The only other respondent groups which seemed to 
have paired items were the district coordinator and 
superintendent. These groups had five items of agreement! 
initial results of MUS-E were rewarding, MUS-E was simple 
to understand, individuals were kept informed, the indi- 
vidual is held accountable, and there is high complexity 
in the., school district. These items seemed to be those 
which did not provide much information about MUS-E or 
the environment of change. In fact, they could easily 
reflect the roles played by individuals only indirectly 
related to the diange process in the schools. 

Overall, it seemed that the STEPREGl model equations 
demonstrated the diverse set of variables used to describe 
the institutionalization of MUS-E, Except for the common 
characteristics already described, it seemed that the di- 
verse contribution of each group was needed in order 
to understand and interpret the institutionalization of 
MUS-E, 



DEVELOPMENT OF A MODEL OF CHANGE 

In this section the information learned from MUS-E 
was used to develop a theoretical framework for looking 



ERIC 



214 



V0 



at educational change in general. To do this^ strategies 
and situations which and individuals who seemed related 
only to MUS-E were excluded from analysis. The model of 
change which was developed from this study was one far 
more changeable and far less refined than initially thought. 
Essent lly^ this model was different from change models 
described elsewhere. It was relative to the individuals 
who related to the institutionalization process, descrip- 
tive of different categories of variables across different 
individuals, and yet composed of certain sets of variables 
which (Ascribed a large amotmt of variance of the process 
of changing.. In general, this model is not a constant 
model of change which can be used for all groups of indi- 
viduals in an organization. In fact, because different 
respondent groups have different roles, positions, infor- 
mation chann'^ls, and relations; a constant model of change 
would inaccurately reflect their situation in relation 
to the institutionalization of change. ThuS/ the model 
of change which should be developed across respondent 
groups is a dynamic on*^ v/hich relates to and accounts 
for the unique situation in \hich each individual group 
is placed. Since the perspectives of each group are 
important in gaining an understanding of the complex 
nature of Change, they have to be measured accurately so 
that the change process can be more thoroughly understood. 
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First, there are three groups of individuals (super- 
intendents, principals and teachers) who being especially 
important to change, represent many of the varied per- 
spectives about change. Usually, the superintendent is more 
involved in the initial implementation phase than in the 
maintenance and routinization phase. Thus, elements of 
change which should be related to his role in institution- 
alization are those describing the character of the change 
itself, the marketing or diffusion techniques used by 
the change's developers and the superintendent's responses 
to them, the pressure groups internal and external to the 
school district, the decision making'^and information pro- 
cessing strategies and rationale used by the superinten- 
dent in reaching a decision about the change, and the degree, 
kind, and amount of involvement and continued effort the 
superintendent makes after the change is adopted. An 
individual who assumes a role in relation to change simi- 
lar to that of the superintendent would likely have 
those same perspectives. 

Usually, the principal is more involved in the later 
stages of the institutionalization phase than in the 
early stagoa, Because of his position as building princi- 
pal, he is both an adminiatrator and agent of change. Thus, 
elements of change which should be related to his role 
are those describing his role in the school (before and 
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during a change process) , the conflicting roles and 
responsibilities he faces as agent and administrator of 
change, his relationship to the district office, his 
relationship to the teacher and students within his building, 
and the degree, kind, and amount of involvement he has in 
the process of change in his school. An individual who 
assumes a role (in relation to change) similar to that 
of the principal would likely have these seu&e perspectives. 

Usually the individual teacher is the main target and 
focus for a change program. As such, the teacher is the 
one individual who is directly involved in the detailed 
set of daily activities which make up the process of 
institutionalization (from adoption, implementation, 
to routinization) . Elements of change which should be 
.related to his lole are those describing the process 
itself, his relation to the principal, outside consultants, 
and colleagues, the informal and formal structure of the 
school organization, his individual personality character- 
istics, his attitude about the change, and his attitudes 
about the agents of change. An individual who assumes 

a role similar to that of the teacher would likely have 
these same perspectives. 

The second element of this model has been partially 
described earlier since it related to the individual dif- 
ferences of the respondent groups. Essentially, though. 
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the categories of variables which describe a process of 
institutionalization in an organization are viewed as 
varied rather than constant across the groups within the 
organization. Only three categories of change: the 
process of change (in various stages) , the attributes of 
the change, and the structural (formal or informal) 
arrangements of the organization undergoing the change 
are constant across the groups within and organization. 
The other categories of change 'are varied reflecting the 
individual's role, position, amount of information, and 
involvement in institutionalization. 

Despite the differences in the categories for each 
group of respondents, certain common and important sets 
of variables should be analyzed across all groups of 
respondents. Information on variables describing: the 
perceived relative advantage, observability, and simplicity 
of the change; the degree to which the individual was 
informed of and involved, and supported in the change 
process; the way and degree to which the individual com- 
municated with others; and the way and degree to which 
the organization is complex and less formalized should be 
gathered and analyzed for all groups in the process of 
institutionalization. 
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Cb'PTER IV ' 

* 

SmmKY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 

The summary, major conclusions, and implications 
of the study are presented in this section. It is hoped 
that the major conclusions and implications provide both 
theoretical and practical analyses of the elements of 
institutionalization. Support for each of these sections 
is found in earlier chapters. 

SUMMARY 

The purpose of this study was to: (1) identify 
some of the variables and critical clusters of those 
variables of change related to the successful institu- 
tionalization of the organizational component of the 
multiunit elementary school; and, (2) begin to identify 
those elements of change implicitly involved in the 
successful institutionalization of educational change 
in general. The variables selected for study were 
those variables of change which were most often studied 
by change theorists, system analysts, and behavioral 
scientists. 
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To provide for these malyses^ several descriptive 
change questionnaires were designed and distributed to 
a selected sample o£ unit teachers, unit leaders, princ » 
pals, district coordinators and superintendents in multi- 
unit elementary schools and school district across the 
country. Before the questionnaires were distributed, 
they were judged for content and format construct validity 
and piloted for determination of their reliability esti- 
mates • 

When the questionnaires were returned, four major 
analyses were performed on the data contained in each of 
them. Programs TSTAT, FACT0R2, STBPREGl, and DISCRIMl were 
used in these analyses. Through TSTAT, reliability 
estimates wore obtained on the items alone, the items 
in clusters (as identified a priori) , and the total 
questionnaires. The reliability estimates for the total 
questionnaires were between .83 and .95. 

Through F^CT0R2, a factor analysis with orthogonal 
axis rotation and a backword selection technique was run 
on the data to identify those variables which tended to 
cluster together to form distinct underlying factors affect- 
ing successful institutionali2sations of MUS-E. Unexpectedly, 
the a priori factors (elements of MUS-E, process of changing, 
agents of change, formal and informal structural variables, 
and individual variables) were not similar to those factors 
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identified by PACT0R2. PACT0R2 factors described elements 
of change relating toi open and supportive environments, 
individual personal liking for MUS-E, individual cost- 
benefit ratios, use of open communication channels, use 
of supportive mechanisms, flexibility of the change 
process, and low formalization of the school/school \ 
district. These factors were related, however, to the 
clusters of variables defined by the STEPREGl analysis. 

Through STEPREGl, a stepwise multiple regression 
analysis was run on each item in each questionnaire to 
identify the amount of variance which could be attributed 
to the best combination of these items in predicting the 
successful institutionalization of MUS-E. Between 54 and 
84 percent of the variance was predicted by^ the, various com- 
binations of variables in each equation model. The 
variables contributing to the predicted variance were 
those relating to: (1) the ease, trialability, and observ- 
ability of MUS-K itself; (2) the clearly specified ob- 
jectives, available research findings, high degree that 
user was informed of others activities, and high degree 
that user was allowed initiative in the process of changing } 
(3) the frequency with which the user met with the agents 
of change; the high concern for- the user's attitude, 
and the high support for the user's efforts to adapt to 
MUS-E on the part of the agents of change; and, (4) the 
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high degree to which .individuals comraunioated with super- 
ordinates and peers, the high degree to which the user 
was held accountable; the high degree of school district 
complexity, the high degree of individual participation 
in decision making, and the characteristics of a community 
which was cosmopolitan and willing to pay for education 
and had an effective civil government in the formal organi" 
zational variables . 

Through DISCRIMl, a one way analysis of variance was 
run on several variables (years of t^taching and adminis- 
trative experience in Ihe school district, educational 
level, and achievement aspiration) related to the individual 
nature of the respondents. No significant differences in 
terms of the relationship between individual differences 
in respondent type and institutionalization of MUS-E 
were found. 

After the analysis, a tentative theoretical model 
for determining how to bring about the successful insti- 
tutionalization of change programs in general was developed. 
The change model which was developed possessed three 
characteristics which other change models did not usually 
possess. First, the model was dynamic not constant and 
rigid for each different type of individual involved in 
change. The model tried to reflect the different per- 
spectives that the different or gani National groups would 
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have about change. Second, the roodel described only 
three factors (the elements of the process of change, 
attributes of diange, and structural arrangement of the 
organization undergoing change) across all groups of 
respondents. The other factors of change described by 
the model related to the specific roles and relations of 
the major groups involved in a change. Third, the model 
described a few common variables about which information 
was needed in order to uiderstand the change process. 
} Qf oxmation was needed abouts the perceived relative 
advantage, observability, and simplicity of the change; the 
degree to which the individual was informed, involved, and 
supported in the change process; the way and degree to which 
the individual communicated with others; and the way and 
degree to which the organization was complex and less 
formalized. 



CONCLUSIONS 

Four major conclusions were yieveloped from the analysis 
of the findings in the study. Each conclusion was useful' 
in helping to understand the nature of change. 

First, it was concluded tliat the a priori factors 
of change (attribu^ ' s of a change process of changing, 
and agents of change and intervening variables of formal 
and informal structure and individual administrator and 
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user) wore useful in (Ascribing a large amount of the 
variance related to the institutionalization of MUS-E. 
Although tlao factors did not provide concrete, distinct 
sets of variables (e.g. the variables across the factors 
were correlated) , they did provide a simple diagnostic 
tool for viewing the different levels of change. 

Second, it was concluded that individuals within a 
school district viewed a change program differently 
depending on their role in institutionalization, their 
position in the district, their proximity to the change 
process, their liking for the change program, the way they 
were affected by the change program, and, the amount of 
information they had about the change program. In order 

to obtain useful, valid information about a change program 
in any organization; the different perspective of each of 
the groups in that organization would have to be measured. 

Third, it was concluded that measures of institution- 
alization should not try to predict across all groups but 
should try to predict for a particular group. First, 
measures should be diverse, and varied and used selectively 
to obtain the information which a particular group has 
(rather than should have) about institutionalization. 
Second, measures for oach group should bo integrated so 
that the entire complex process can be understood. Information 
does not have to be confirmed, corroborated, or standardized 
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in order to bo useful. In fact, infon^ution of ciivorse 
nat.ur© may bo moro useful as it may be a better approxi- 
mation of the process ot change. In general, ques Lions 
about only throe categories of change j the process of 
change, the attributes of tht change, and the fonnal or 
informal organisation arrangement of the or«.?anization in 
•Ahich indi-'idua?-s work (whon they are working to insti- 
tutionalize a change) need to be asked of all groups. 
Questions about other catogories are particular to **he 
individual ^i^roup and reflect the nature of the group's 
relation to institutionalization. 

Fourth, it v;as concluded that certain general vari- 
ables of change were important to tlio understanding of change 
cind did relate to individual perspectives across all 
groups. The variables deecribiny: tlie perceived relative 
advantage, observability, and simplicity of the change; 
the degree to which the individual was informed of, 
invoJved, and supported in the change process j the v/ay 
and degree to which the individual communicat»^d with 
others; and tha way and tl«grGe to which the organization 
was complex and Igsk f orm«'i.i?od, were important to insli- 
tutionc\lisation. Individuals seeking to measure insti- 
tutionalization of a change program should try to include 
measures for tUcae variables. 
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IMPLICATIONS 



Three different sets of implloatlons are drawn from 
the findings and conclusions of this study. Implications 
for practical application in the institutionalization of 
HUS-E, for change theory in general, and for further 
research are discussed. 

Implications for Practical Application — Pour implications 
related to successful institutionalization of MUS-E 
are discussed in this section. It is thought that 
schools can be more successful in institutionalizing 
MUS-E if they: (1) eliminate certain role conflicts 
highlighted in this study; (2) involve administrators 
more directly in the process of institutionalizationi 
(3) set up mechanisms to help each role group, encourage 
each role group to become acquainted with the perspectives 
of the other groups; and, (4) institutionalize those 
characteristics of a facilitative change environment which 
were described in this study. 

First, the overlapping school responsibilities 
as consultant to the change process of the district 
coordinator and the principal (as identified in the study) 
need to be eliminated so that the two individuals can 
work together to Institutionalize MUS-E. The role each 
individual should assume (as an agent of change) should be 
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formally and clearly defined so that neither feels 
threatened by the presence of the other. The principal 
and district coordinator (more than any other group) 
described their role in MUS-E, and their relationship to 
each other in a negative way. Also, the internal role 
conflict of both the unit leader and principal (in working 
as an agent and administrator of change) should be elim- 
inated so that they can be more effective in their 
roles of supporting the change effort. The subordinates 
of both the unit leader (i.e., the unit teacher) and the 
principal (i.e., the unit leader) were inconsistent in 
viewing the roles of their superiors and thir. caused them 
difficulty in believing that they were adequately supported 
in their own roles* Before these roles can change, how- 
ever, further analysis of the role requirements of agent's 
and administrator's of diange need to be undertaken. 

Second, the principal and district coordinator 
should be kept more informed of the daily school activities 
related to institutionalization of MUS-E and the superin- 
tendent should be kept more informed of the global 
school/school district activities related to institutionali- 
zation. If the principal and district coordinator are 
kept informed, they can more easily provide assistance 
and support when or hefore problems occur, rather than 
when scheduled meetings allow for them to "occur*' (be 
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discussed) • Similarly, if the superintendent kept 
informed, he can more easily deal with the external 
barriers to the institutionalization of MUS-B (i.e., 
attaining needed resources, gaining community acceptance, 
etc*)* In this study, all three groups of individuals 
indicated that they wanted to be kept more informed about 
the process of institutionalization. (Both the unit teacher 
and unit leader described institutionalization in relation 
to being informed of other groups activities.) 

Third, the different perspectives each group had 
about the institutionalization of MUS-E should be dis- 
cussed openly in each school/school district so that 
each group will be aware of how the other groups* view 
that program and process. If group differences are 
presented and discussed openly, each group can begin to 
appreciate the views of the other group and begin to 
accept the different courses of action (as identified in 
the study) followed by the other groups. Common under- 
standing often brings acceptance of existing differences, 
when formally, the differences may have disrupted the 
entire process of change. Differences in perceptions 
existed between unit teachers, unit leaders and principals 
in each school and school respondents and school district 
respondents. Although these differences may be viable, 
they appear to be disrupting the process of change. 
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Fourth, school districts interested in successfully 
institutionalizing MUS-E should; (1) initially present 
MUS-E to the staff so that they perceive that it is easy 
to understand and use, and clearly more advantageous 
than the present system; (2) keep individuals adequately 
(by their own definitions) informed, involved, and supported 
in the change process; (3) develop vertical and horizontal 
communication channels within the school district and 
reward individuals for using them; (4) obtain the 
necessary supportive services to support the change 
effort; and, (5) relax school rules and procedures to 
allow individual's greater flexibility in experimenting 
with the new requirements c£ MUS-E, These individuals 
who described MUS-E as institutionalized in their school 
district also described the above characteristics as 
representative of their institutionalization efforts. 

Implicati ons for Change Theory ~ In general, the findings 
in this study supported the individual findings of other 
change studies. First, the findings of this study 
corroborated the findings of other studies as most of 
the variables describing attributes of a change, the process 
of changing, the agents of change, the formal organizational 
structure, and the role of the administrator in the change 
effort were related to successful institutionalization. 
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Most of the variables in these categories (described 
above) had been described by one or more of the respondent ' 
groups in direct relationship to institutionalization of 
MUS-E. Only those variables which seemed to represent 
less important services (i.e., materials received on-time) 
or events somewhat removed from the usual activities of 
the user (i.e., problem meetings scheduled when needed) were 

* 

not described in direct relationship to institutionalization. 
This supported the priorities described by change studies 
which found more support for variables related to the 
user.'^s normal course of activities than variables removed 
from the normal course of activities. Although the 
variables describing informal organizational structure 
and individual users were not described in relationship to 
institutionalization, most change studies (also) did not 
obtain definite findings about these variables. The measures 
for these variables (as mentioned by change theorists) seems 
less refined and less able to descriminat^ between respon- 
dents . 

Second, however, the findings of this study contradicted 
the findings of change studies which attempted to develop 
a standardized view about change. Many studies have 
described their findings about change in relation to the 
entire organization, rather than in terms of each particu- 
lar group in the organization. The findings from this 
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study stressed the importance of viewing the different 
groups' perspectives about change separately in order 
to obtain valid information from each group which could 
be integrated to understand the complex process of 
change. It is thought that change studies err if they 
generalize too much to a mean perception. Possibly, 
change could be understood more by analyzing tlie differences 
in the perspectives of each group rather than generalizing 
over these differences. 

Third, these findings supported the current thrust 
of the moat noted change theorists (Havelock, Miles, and 
Sclmmck) who have recently concluded (sec the section on 
the literature review) that it is more important to 
analyze the particular structure needed in an organization 
when change is to occur rather than to apply (for example) 
centralization or decentralization because of a priori 
findings. The recent use of OD technology (espoused by 
Schmuck and Miles) and the recent proposed use of trained 
educational extension agents (espoused by Havelock) are 
processes which follow general change guidelines only 
in accounting for the particular situation in each organi- 
zation undertaking a change. The general guidelines 
suggested by this study (i.e., packaging the change so 
that it is perceived to have a relative advantage and be 
simple and easy to use; involving, inforning, and supporting 
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the user in his change efforts; and encouraging the use of 
open communication channels) are also suggested in OD 
strategies and extension agent strategies. 

Implications for Further Itesearch — Six recommendations 
are made about the kind of research needed to help support 
and extend the present utility of this study. 

Firsts the model of change proposed by this study 
should be tested to see if in fact different measures 
for different individuals can be put together to under- 
stand the nature of change in a single school district. 
The rationale used in this study should be followed. 

Second, more studies on the nature of the factors of 
change should be undertaken. Of particular importance 
should be studies which try to deal with orthogonal 
factors of change, since these factors may explain more 
or a different type of \ariance involved in the process 
of institutionalization. The discrete set of factors 
obtained from this study could be used as a starting point 
in developing these studies. 

Third, a decision model should be developed to help 
predict the institutionalization of change from an aggre* 
gate of different items and different variables across 
different groups of respondents. It is possible that 
suoh an aggregation of items, variables, and respondents 
would lead to greater predictability of institutionalization. 
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Fourth, dilrfcront sets of xeyrossion models should 
be developed and tested for different strtvjos of the insti- 
tutionalization process. Models related to the adaption, 
the implementation, and the routinization stages of the 
process of institutionalization should be developed and 
compared and their predictability to actual situations 
should be analyjiod. 

Fifth, the measures for some of the variables (espe- 
cially individual user and informal organizational vari- 
ables) need to be refined and validated through rigorous 
construct validity procedures. The items described in 
this study as important across all groups should be 
refined initially. 

Sixth, the exact relationships between the items 
of change and institutionalization (i,e,, whether they 
are linear, exponential, or curvi-linear) should be 
discovered and applied to understanding the nature of 
change. Questions such as what is sufficient decentrali- 
zation of decision making should be answered. 

Individuals interested in a scenario treatment of the 
institutionalization of change programs in general may see 
Appendix M at the end of the study. 
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SCHOOL DISTRICT BY STATE 
California 

!• Belmont Public Schools 
2* Hillsborough City Schools 

3. Neward Unified Schools 

4, Oakland City School 

5* Ravenswood City Schools 

Colorado 

6« Cherry Creek Public Schools 

7* Clear Creek Public Schools 

8. Denver Public Schools 

9* Archdiocese of Denver Schools 

10, ourango Public Schools 

11, Englewood Pu|>lic Schools 
12* Harrison Public Schools 

13. Jefferson County Public Schools 

14. La Veta yublic Schools 

15. Park County Public Schools No. 1 ' 

16. Poudre Public Schools 

17. Pueblo City Schools 

18. PUAblo County Schools 

19. *Rocky Ford Public Schools 

20. South Routt Public Schools 

*Agreed to participate « but returned quo 



NUMbER OF AGREED TO 
SCHOOLS PARTICIPATE 



YES 
YES 
YES 
HO 
YB8 

VEB 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YEA 
YES 
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21. Thompson Public Schools l yss 

22. Walsenburg Parochial Schools 1 ms 

23. Weld county Public Schools S YES 

24. Weld County Reorganlzaed Schools 

District BE-1 2 NO 

25. Wldefleld Pitbllo Schools , 1 YES 
Connecticut 

26. Avon Public Schools . 1 YES 

27. Bloomfleld Public Schools S YES 

28. East Oranby Public Schools 1 YES 

29. East Hartford Ptabllo Schools „ . 2 YES 
iO, Bast Windsor Public Schools • 1 YE8 

31. Farmlngton Public Schools 1 . YES 

32. Glastonbury Public Schools 1 NO 

33. Oranby Public Schools 1 yes 
34* Manchester Public Schools 2 YES 
.35. *Plalnville Public Schools 1 YE8 

36. Rooky Hill Public Schools • 2 NO 

37. Slmsbury Public Schools 1 YES 

38. Southlngton Public Schools 1 YE8 

39. *Wether8 field Public Schools 1 YE8 

40. Windsor Public Schools 3 YB8 

Illinois 

41. ' Bond County Community Unit (#2) . 1 YES 

42. *Cllnton Community Schools (#15) 1 YE8 
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43. Crystal Lake Schools (#47) 

44. Divemon community Schoola (#13) 

45. Oovmers Grove Public Schools (|S8) 

46. Edwardsville Public Schools (il) 

47. Evanston Public Schools (#65) 

48. Bv*»rgreen Park Public Schools («124) ' 

49. Itasca Public Schools (#10) 

50. *Jack8onville Public Schools (flI7) 

51. *Lincolnwood Public Schools (#74) 

52. Lombard Public Schools (#44) 

53. Marissa Public School (#40) 

54. Markham Community School District . 
(#144) 

55. Madinah Public Schools 

56. MoUne Public School (#40) 

57. *Mt. Morris Public Schools (#261) 

58. Mundelein Public Schools (#75) 
59* 0* Fallon Community Schools (#90) 

60. Oregon Community Schools (#220) 

61. Pope County Schools (#1) 

62. Qulnqy Public Schools (#172) 

63. Roanoke-Benson Public Schools (#60) 

64. Schaumburg-Roselle Schools (#54) 

65. Tinley Park Public Schools (#146) 

66. Troy Community Schools (#30) 

67. Union Ridge Public Schools (#86) 

68. Waterloo Community Schools (#5) * .< 



YES 
YES 

YES 
YES 

YES 

YES 
YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 
YES 

YES 
YES 
NO 
YES 
YES 

• 

YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 

YES 
YES 
NO 
YES 
YES 
YES 
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69. West Chicago Public Schools («3 3) 

70. Western Illinoii: University Labor* 
fttory School 

71. Woodland Conununity Schools (ISO) 



Indiana 

72. Gary Public Schools 

73* Indianapolis Public Schools . 

Massachusetts 

74. Byam Public Schools 

75 • Chelmsford Public Schools 

76 • FitdhJburg Public Schools 

77 • Lawrence Public Schools 

78 • Littleton Public Schools : 

79 • Methuen Public Schools " 

80, Tewabury Public Schools 

81 • Tyngsboro Public Schools . ; 

82 • Westford Public Schools ' 

83. Wilmington Public Schools 

Minnesota 

.84, Alexandria Public Schools (4206) 

85. Atwater Public Schools (13^1) 

86. Boyd Public Schools 

87 • Brooten Public Schools 

88. Buffalo Lake Public Schools («647) 



YES 

YBS 
YES 



MO 
MO 

YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
MO 
YES 
YES 
YES 



YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YBS 
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89. Centennial Public Schools (#12) 

90* Dawson Public Schools 

91. Oranlte Falls Public Schools (#894) 

92. Hlbbln? Public Schools (#701) 

93. Madison Public Schools (#377) 

94. Montevideo Public Schools (#129) 

95. Mounds View Public Schools (#621) 

96. Pipestone Public Schools (#583) . 

97. Richfield Public Schools 

98. Rosevllle Area Schools 

99. St. Anthony Village Schools (#282) 

100. Waconla Public Schools (#110) a 

101. White bear Lake Public Schools 

102. Wlllmar Public Schools (#347) 

103. Worthlngton Public Schools (#518) 



YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
NO 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 



Nebraska 

104. Lincoln Public Schools 

105. Omaha Public Schools 



NO 
YES 



New Jersey 

106. Camden Public Schools 

107. Chatham Borough Public Schools 

108. Chatham Township Public Schools 

109. Caldwell^West Caldwell Public 
Schools 



NO 
YES 
NO 

YES 
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110* Dover Pxibllo Schools 

111* East Orange Public Schools 

112* Glen Ridge Public Schools 

113. Highland Park Public Schools 

114. Lavallette Public Schools ' 
115* Livingston Public Schools 

116* Madison Township Public Schools 

117* Middletown Tovmship Public Schools 

118. Newton Public Schools 

119. North Brunswick Township Public 
Schools 

120* *Pater8on Public Schools ' 

121. Pleasantville Public Schools 

122* Pompton Lake Public Schools 

123 • *Bed Bank Public Schools 

124. River Edge Public Schools 

12S* Secaucus Public Schools 

126* Trenton Public Schools 

127. Ventnor City Public Schools 

128, Vineland Public Schools 

129* Wayne Township Public Schools 

130* Wharton Borough Public Schools 

New York 

131. Falconer Central Schools 

-132* Niagara Palls Schools 

133. Williamsville Central Schools 
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Ohio 

134. Boardman Local Schools 4i, 

135. Centervillo City Schools 

136. Liberty Local Schools 

137. Toledo Public Schools 

138. Warren Public Schools 

139. Xenia Public Schools 

140. Youngstown Diocese Schools 

141. Youngstown Public Schools ' i 

South Carolina 

142. Abbeville Public Schools 

143. Aiken County Schools 

144. Berkeley County Schools • 

145. Charleston County School District 

146. Chester County Schools 

147. Chesterfield County Schools 

148. Columbia Public Schools 

149. Darlington County School District 

150. Greenville County Schools 
?S1. Jasper Public Schools 

152. Kershaw County Schools 

153. Lancaster City Schools 

154. Lexington County Schools 

155. Richland County Schools (11) 

156. Richland County Schools (#2) 



YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
NO 
YES 
YES 

YES 
YES 
YES 

YES 
YES 
YES 

YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 



270 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



259 

1S7. *Sumter Public Schools 1 tEB 
Virginia 

158* Fairfax County Schools 1 YES 
Wisconsin 

159. Algoma Public Schools : 1 YES 

160. ^Appleton Public Schools ' S YES 
161* Baraboo Public Schools 2 YES 

162. Black River Falls Public Schools 1 YES 

163. ^Brodhead Public Schools 1 YES 
164* ^Cedarburg Public Schools 1 YES 
165. Clintonville Public Schools 1 YES 
166* Columbus Public Schools * ' 1 ' YES 

167. Cudahy Public Schools f« 2 YES 

168. ^Eau Claire Public Schools 1 MO 
169* Edgerton Conununity Schools 1 MO 

170. Fond du Lac Public Schools 8 YES 

171. Gale-Ettriok Public Schools 1 YES 
172* ^Greenbay Public Schools 2 YES 
173* Greondale Public Schools 4 YES 
174* Greenwood Community Schools 1 YES 

175. Hortonville Public Schools * ' 1 MO 

176. ^Janesville Public Schools 7 YES 

^School districts in pilot sample i all others in study sample 
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177. Johnson Creek Public Schools 

178. Kaukauna Public Schoola 
179* ^Kenosha Unified Schools 

180. ^Lacrosse Public Schools 

181. Little-Chttte-Vandenbroek Public 
Schools 

182. ^Manawa Public Schools 

183. Manitowoc Public Schools > 

184. Mayville Public Schools 

185. MoFarland Public Schools 

186. ^Menasha Falls Public Schools 

187. ^Menomonee Falls Public Schools 

188. ^Menoroonie Public Schools 

189. Milton Area Schortls 

190. Milwaukee Public Schools 

191. ^Neenah Public Schools . 

• • 

192; Oak Creek-Franklin Public Schools 

193. Oconoinowoc Public Schools 

194. Oregon Consolidated Schools 

195. Plymouth Public Schools 

196. Port Edwards Public Schools 

197. P^wine County Unified Schools 

198. ^Rhinelander Public Schools 

199. ^Rice Lake Public Schools 
200* Ripon Public Sob )ols 

201. ^River Falls Public Schools 



YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 

YES 
YES 
YES 
NO 
MO 
YES 
YES 
MO 
MO 
YES 
YES 
YES 

YF3 
MO 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
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202 « ^Seymour Community Schools 

203 • Sparta Area Schools 

204. Stevens Point Public Schools 

205 • ^Superior Public Scshools 

206. OThorp Public Schools 

207. Tigerton Public Schools 

208. Tomah Public Schools 

209. ^Waukesha Public Schools 

210. ^Waupun Public Schools 

211. West Allis Public Schools 

212. West .Bend Public Schools >. 

213. West De Pere Public Schools 

214. Wisconsin Dells Public Schools 



Y£8 
YES 
NO 
VES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 



Total 
Dumber of 
School 
Districts 



San^le 

Popu- Pilot Study Total % of 
lation Sample Saudis Sample Population 



214 



20 



146 



166 



78» 



Total 

Number 

Of 

Schools 



349 



26 



180 



206 



59% 
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Q0E8TI0NNAIRB ON ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGB 
(Unit Teacher Form) 

PART I 

"""^ Uirectlooai Circle the number in the column which most accurately 

reflects the degree to which you agree or disagree 
with each of the following statements about the 
organizational structure of the multiunit school^ 
your school community # and your teaching role* The 
term "organizational structure? refers to both the 
unit organization and the Instructional Improvement 
Committee (IIC) which exist at the school building 
level* The term "organizational structure of the 
multiunit school" will be abbreviated ms^Z. 

STRDUGLY STRONGLY 

AGREE DISAGREE 

I. The organizational structure of the multiunit 
school (rtUS-*e) has led to more effective in^ 

structional programming In my school* 12 3 4 

2* The principal approves of the MUS«E« 12 3 4 

3* The initial results of the M)8«-E were unrewarding. 

In their effect on pupil learning. 12 3 4 

4« The multiunit inservice program was useful in 

helping me adapt my teaching style to the MUS-E* 12 3 4 

5. When details of the MUS-E were first presented to 
the faculty^ the objectives of the MUS«»E were 

clearly defined* 12 3 4 

6. The tlUS^B district coordinator was concerned 
with what I thought about the MUS-B* 12 3 4 

7* My unit leader spent adequate time with me in 

helping me adapt to the MUS-B* 12 3 4 

8t The residents of this school community are 

cosmopolitan • 12 3 4 

9. The principal is informed about what is 

happening in education. 12 3 4 

10 « The unit organization of the multiunit school has 
led to more children learning the basic skills in 
my unit. 12 3 4 

lit Teachers in my school approve of the HU8«-fi» 12 3 4 

12. Residents of this school district are willing to 

pay for most educational programs* 12 3 4 
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STRONQLY 
A6RBB 

13* I receive feedback from my unit leader in 
regard to my performance in working to set 
up the unit organisation. 1 2 

14 ♦ It was easy to adapt my teaching style to the 

unit organization* 13 

IS* Decisions about how to set up the unit organl«« 
sation were made by imit teachers as well as 
by the unit loader. 1 2 

16* The principal supported my efforts to adapt 

to the MUS«*E* 1 3 

17. The principal spent adequate time with me in 
. helping me adapt to the HUS«^E» 1 2 

18 • There are many rules and procedures in this 

school* 1 3 

19* I must communicate with the other members of 

my unit to do my %rork» 1 2 

20* The MUS-B district coordinator provided infer* 

mation about how to adapt to the MUS«*B* 1 2 

21* The principal values my opinions about the 
educational policies and programs in this 
school* 1 3 

32* The unit organisation is nore effective than 
self-contained classroc^s in helping me deal 
with the individual learning needs and prob«» 
lems of children in my unit* 1 3 

33 • Residents of this school community are actively 

involved in school activities* 1 3 

34* I receive fieedback from the principal in regard 
to my performance in working to set up the unit 
organisation* 1 3 

25* It takes too much time to adapt to the MUS«*E* 1 3 

36* Sufficient assistance was given to my unit in 

working to bet up the MUS-B* 1 3 

27* My unit leader supported efforts to adapt to 

the tOJS^B* 1 2 

« 

38* The MUS-B district coordinator spent adequate 

time with me in helping me adapt to the MUS-E* 1 2 
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STRONGLY 
AOREB 



STRONOLY 
DI8A0REB 



29. Teachers in my school can influence the 
educational policies of my school district. 

30. 1 have little freedom to control the events 
that influence my work. 

31. 1 must communicate with ay Unit leader in order 
to do my work. 

32. Teachers in my school can influence the edu- 
cational program in my school. 

33. z can influence the educational policies of 
this school district. 

34. The HUS-£ has helped me become a more effective 
teacher. ■ • " ' 

35. The parents in this school community approve 
of the multiunit school. 

36. X was allowed little initiative in adapting my 
teaching style to the unit organization. 

37. Materials and supplies which were necessary for 
setting up the MUS-E were not supplied on time. 

38. The MUS-B district coordinator supported nv 
efforts to adapt to the MUS-B. ^ 

39. The principal provided me with the necessary 
kinds of assistance for adapting to the HUS-B. 

» 

40. Unit meetings were scheduled when problems were • 
encountered in setting up the MUS-E. 

41. There are different kinds of jobs for eaoh unit 
teacher in my unit. i 

42. The principal is influential in setting policies 
in this e*«:hool district. 

43. I can inCluence the specific educational program in 
this school. 

44. The ms»r, has led to more children liking school. 

45. The principles and components of the MUf-B are 
difficult to understand. 



2 
2 

2 
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STRONGLY 
AOREB 



STRONQLY 
DISAGREE 



• 



46. Z waa adequately Involved in helping to Mt 
up the MUS«*B in my school. 

47. Z was not kept v;ell informed on the progress 
and actions -taken by the IIC on setting up 
the MUS-B* 

48. The principal was concerned with what I thought 
about the MUS-E, 

49. My unit leader provided me with the necessary 
kinds of assistance for adapting to«the MU8«B« 

50. Unit teachers in my unit teach in a particular 
subject area* 

51. My principal and unit leader have conflicting 
expectations for my unit's performance. 

52. The principal is persuasive in staff meetings* 
53 • I like to work with the teachers in my unit. 

54. I approve of the MOS-E. 

55. Multiunit orientation workshops helped me to 
understand the principles and components of 
the MUS-B. 

56. When details of the MUS-*E were first presented 
to the faculty # research findings about the 
effectc of this structure in other schools 
were not mentioned. 

57. My unit leader was concerned with what I thought 
about the MUS-B. 

58. The MUS^B district coordinator provided me with 
the necessary kinds of assistance for adapting 
to the MUS«B« 

59.. My unit leader holds me accountable for the 
educational achievement of children in my unit. 

€0. In this school district there is an effective 
local civil government. 

61. The principal is active in professional meetings 
and conferences outside this school and school • 
district* 
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' Directional Please read the following atatenenti and check those 
responses which reflect your situation. You may 
check more than ,one response for each statement* 

1. X am pleased with newt * 

a, curricula 

b. teaching methods 

c. school procsdures 

d. educational goals 

"~ e. organiaational structures 
f. none of the above 

2. Communication among unit teachers indifferent units focuses, oat 

ae oonoealln? information 
*^ be txohangin? information 
Oe sharing problems 
de generating tolutione to problems 
ee solving problems 

.3« Teachers in my unit cooperate ini 

ae exchanging information about teaching procedures 

be. developing teaching procedures 

Ce selecting teaching procedurer 

d. implementing teaching procedures ' 

Se evaluating teaching procedures 

£e none of the above 

4« The MU8-E district coordinator meets with m/ unitt 

a« once a week 
be once every two weeks 
_ Ce once a month 
"""^ de several times a year . 
ee 4iever 

Communication among unit teachers in my unit focuses ont 

' Se concealing information s 

be exchanging information 

"""^ Ce sharing problems 

de generating solutions to prdblems . 

Se solving problems 

6* I have the opportunity to participate in decision making Int 

a< the development of new unit curricula 

be the development of new unit procedures 
Oe the adoption of new unit programs 
de the development of new schopl administrativa policies 
— — V ^i.- i^^option of new pchool programs 
^)^B a^cve 
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7. Rulod and procoauroa are specified fort 

_ a* school dlntrict activities 
^^•^^ school cictlvitles 

c, unit activities 

~* individual teacher activities 
e» student activities 
f, none of the above • 

8« I participate In decision making byi 

a« exchanging information 

h. developing solutions to problems 
selecting solutions to problems 
•~ d* implementing solutions to problems 

e. evaluating solutions to problems 

9^ My unit leader meets with me to discuss specific aspects of my job abouti 

a» an hour or more a day 

b* thirty minutes a day 

]~ c. fifteen minutes a day 

d. ten minutes a day/ 

e« five minutes or less a day 

10 • I was adequately involved in setting up the MUS-E in determingt 

a. the process for setting up the riaS-E 
h. the objectives of the MUS-E 

solutions to problems encountered in setting up the MUS-E 

d. the use of currlcular materials and work frrangemonts for my 
unit 

^ e. my role in setting up the MUS-E 
f • none of the above 

11. I am willing to experiment with newt 

a« curricula . X 

b. teaching methods 
c» unit pirocodures 

. d» educational goals 

e. organigational structures 
£. none of the above 

12. The principal meets with my^ uniti 

a. more than an hour a week 
h. an hour a week 

c. thirty minutes a week 
d* fifteen minutes a week ^ 

e. five minutes or less a week 
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13* My unit leader encourages unit teachers in my unit to experiment with netdi 

a* curricula 

b* teaching methods 

c. unit procedures 

d* educational goals 

e. organizational structures 

t. none of the above 



PART III 

Directional Please supply the following infomation in the space 
provided* 

1/Name of School Oistricti 

2* Highest level of formal educational training i 
3. Years of teaching experience in this school district i 
4« Years of total teaching experience i 

%. Five years from now I would like to be (Check off your response J 



v 



a* teaching 

h. a unit leader ^ 

G. an administrator 

d. teaching in a college 

B. working in a field other than education 

t. others (Please specify*) 



f . ' . i" ■ ■ . 
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QUESTIONNAIRE ON ORGAN T ZATIONAL CHANGE 
(Unit Loador Form) 



PART I 



Directions : 



Circle the number in the column which most accurately 
reflects tho degree to which you agree or disagree 
with each of the following statements about the orqani^- 
zational structure of tho multiunit school^ your school 
conununity# and your administrative role. The term 
"organisational structure** refers to both the unit 
organization ahd the Instructional Improvement Com- 
mittee (IIC) which exist at the school building level# 
The term ^organizational structure of the multiunit 
school** will he abbrpviatod MUS«B« 



1* Tho organizational structure of the multiunit 
school (MUS-E) has led to more effective in- 
struct ional programming in my school. 

2« The p*rincipal approves of the MUS-E « 

3, The initial results of the MUS-E were unrewarding 
in their effect on pupil learning. 

4* The multiunit inservice program was useful in 
helping me assist my unit teachers in adapting 
their teaching styles to the MUS-E* 

5« When details of the MUS-E were first presented 
to the faculty^ the objectives of the MUS-E 
were clearly defined. 

6. The MUS«*E district coordinator was concerned with 
what I thought about the MUS-E. 

7. The 'principal spent adequate^ tine with me in 
helping mo assist my unit te^achers in adapting 
to the MUS-B. 

8. The rosidenta of this school community aro cos- 
mopolitan, 

9« The principal is informad about what is happening 
in education* 

10. The unit organization of the multiunit school has 
. led. to more children learning the basic skills In 

my unit. 

11. Teachers in my school approve of the MUS-E. 



STRONGLY 
AGREE 



STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 



12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

1 .2 3 4 

X |y 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 
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12# Residents of this school district are willing 
to pay for most educational programs* 

13, I receiv^e feedback from the principal in regard 
to my performance in working to set up the unit 
organization. 

Xi^t was easy to adapt my teaching style to the 
Unit organization. 

15. Decisions about how to set up the MUS^B were 
made by unit loaders as well as by the principals 

16. The principal supported my efforts to help my 
unit teachers adapt to the MUS^B* 

17. The MUS-E district coordinator spent adequate 
time with me in helping me assist my unit 
teachers in adapting to the MUS*^E. 

* 

18* There are nany rules and procedures in this 
school. 

19. 1 must communicate with the other members of 
my unit in order to do my work. 

20« The principal values my opinions about the educa- 
tional policies and programs in this school. 

21. Residents of this school community are actively 
involved in school ac^vities. 

22i» X receive adequate formal release time to plan 
unit functions. 

23. The unit orqnnization is more effective than 
self*containod classrooms in helping teachers 
deal with the individual learning needs and 
problems of children in my school. 

24. It takes too much time to adapt to the MUS-B. 

25. Sufficient assistance was given to my unit in 
working to set up the MUS«*E. 

26. The MUS-E district coordinator provided in- 
formation about how to adapt to the ftUS**E« 

27. Teachers in my school can influence the edu-* 
eational policies of my school district. 



STRONGLY STRONGLY 



AGREE 



SAGREE 



y *2 3 

12 3 

12 3 

1 2 3 

12 3 

12 3 

12 3 

12 3 

12 3 

12 3 

12 3 

12 3 

12 3 

12 3 

12 3 

12 3 
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27 



STRONGLY 
AGREE 



28, huve little freedom to control the events 
t^at influence my work. 

29. 1 must communicate with the principal in ordor 
to do my work* 

30 • I can influence the educational policies of this 
school district* 

31, The MUS-E has helped mo to become a more effective 
teacher and administrator* 

32* The parents in this school community approve of 
the multiunit school* 

33* I was allowed Uttle initiative in helping 

teachers in my unit adapt to the unit organization. 

34* Materials and supplies which were necessary for 
setting up the MUS«-E were not supplied on time* 

35. The MUS-E district coordinator supported m/ 
efforts to help my unit teachers adapt to. the 
MUS-E. 

36. The principal provided m© with the necessary kinds 
of assistaitetf 'f or helping my unit teachers adapt 
to the MOS-B. 

37. UC meetings were scheduled when problems were 
encountered in setting up the MUS-*E. 

38* There are different kinds of jobsHfor each unit 
leader in this' school* 

39. The principal Is influential in setting polioie? 
in this school district. 



40* The HUS^B has lod to more children liking school* 
41* 



2 can influence the specific educational program 
in this schools 

42. The principles and components o£ the lUS-B are 
difficult to understand. 

43. Teachers in tny school can influence the educa- 
tional program in my school. 



1 2 
1 2 

1 .J 
1 2 



1 
1 



1 
1 



1 

% 

1 
1 
1 



2 
2 
2 



STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 



3 4 

3 4 

V^^4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 



12 3 4 



2 
2 



1 2 



2 
2 



2 
2 



3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

V ^ 

3 4 
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STRONGLY 
AGBRE 



STRONGLY 
ISAGREE 



44. I was adequately invovled in helping to set up 
the MUS-E in ray school. 

45. 1 was not kopt well Ihformed on the progress 
and actions taken by other units in setting 
up the MUS-B. I 

46. The principal was concernod with what I thought 
about the MUS-B. 

47. Unit teachers in my unit teach in a particular 
subject area. 

48 e Haiti unit orientation workshops helpod me to 
understand the principles and oompononts of 
the KUS^^Be 

49 e The pi^incipal is persuasive in staff meetings « 

50 e X approve of the MUS«>Ee 

51. When details of the MUS-E were first presented to - 
the faculty f research findings about the effects 

of this structure in other schools were not mentioned. 

52. The MOS-E district coordinator provided roe with 

the necessary kinds of asslBtance for helping my unit 
teachers adapt to the MUS^Ee 

53. The principal holds me accountable for the eduoa* 
tional achievement of children in my unit. 

54 4 I like to work with the teachers in ilty unit. 

55. In this school district there is an effective local 
civil governments 

56 • The principal Is active in professional meetings and 
conferencus outside this school and school district. 

57 • 1 must communicate with the unit leaders of other 
units to do my work* 

58 e The principal encourages me to work with t* 9 

MUS-E dlHtrlct coordinator or outnlde consultants 
and specialists coming Into this* school » 



12 3 



1 
1 
1 

I 
1 
I 



2 
2 
2 

2 
2 



1 
1 

1 

1 



2 
2 

2 

2 



I 2 



3 
3 
3 

3 
3 
3 



12 3 



X 2 3 



3 
3 

3 

3 

3 



12 3 
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PART II 

Directions; Pleaso read tho following statoments and check 
those responses which reflect your situation* 
You may check more than one response for each 
statement « 

X. I am pleased witli new; 

a. curricula 

^ teaching methods 
^ c. school procedures 
^^^^ d# educational goals 

. e. organizational structures 

^ £• none of the above 

3« Communication among unit loaders focuses ons 

^ a^ concealing information 

b. exchanging information 

c. sharing problems 

d. generating solutions to problems 
' e« solving problems 

3« Unit leaders in my school cooperate int * 

, ,. a* exchanging inf ozonation about unit procedures 
, b, developing unit procedures 
&• selecting mit procedures 
d* implementing unit procr^dures 

e. evaluating unit procedures 
£• none of the above • 

4, The HUS^E district coordinator meets with the IICs 

^^^^^ a, once a week 

b# once every two weeks 

c. once a month 

d. roveral times a year 
. e« never 

S« Communication among members of my unit focuses oni 

a« concealing information 

b. exchanging information C ^ 

, c, sharing problems 

d« generating solutions to problems 

■ ■^ ^ e, solving problems 

6« I have the opportunity to participato in decision making int 

. a, the devolopme^nt of mw unit curricula 

b« tho doVelopmont of now unit procedures 

, c# tho adoption of new unit progrims 

d« the dnvolopmont of now school aclministrativo policies 

..^^ e« the adoption of now. school programs 

. f« none of the above 
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RulPi and procedures are apoci£ied fort 

a« school district activities 
3^ school activities 

c» unit activities 

d* individual teaching activities 
. 6« student activities 
£• none of the above 

9. 1 participate in decision making byt 

a. exchanging information 

b« developing solutions to problems 

c. selecting solutions to problems 

d. implementing solutions to problems 
e« evaluating solutions to problems 

9. The principal meets with me to discuss specific aspects of my job abooti 

a. an hour or more a %reek 

_ h. thirty minutes a week 

o. fifteen minutes a week 

, d« ten minutes a week 

. e« five minutes or less a week 

10. X was adequately invol t d in setting up the MU8«-E in datermlngs 

a*, the process for sotting up the MUS-B 
b* the objectives of the MUS-B 

c* solutions to problems encountered in setting up the MUS-B 
a. the use of curricular materials and work arrangements for 
my unit 

B. my role i- setting tp the MUS-B 
^ t. none of the. above 

Xl« I am willing to experiment with newt 

a* curricula 
. h. teaching methods 
^^^^ c* unit procedures 
' d. educational goals 

e« organizational structures 

f • none of the above 

12. The principal meets with the IlCt ^ — 



a. more than an hour^ a week 
^ b« an hour a week 

c* thirty minutes a week 
. d'^ fifteen minutes a week 

five minutes or less a week 
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13 ♦ Tho principal encourages unit leaders to experiment with novri 

a# curricula 

b# teaching methods 

^ Ct unit procoduros 

d* educational goals 

e. organizational structures 

£♦ none of tho above 



PART III 

' " Directions I Please supply the following information in the space 
provided • 

I. Name of School Districts 

2« Highest level of formal educational trainings 

3« Years of teaching experience in this school, districts 

4« Years of total teaching dcperiences 

5. Five* years from now I would like to bos (Please check off your response «) 

a« teaching 

b« a unit leader 

c. a principal 

d. a central office administrator 
e« teaching in a college 

f ♦ working in a field other than education 

^q. Others (Please specify*) 
^ I 




273 



QUESTIoaHAIflB tXti OJ^GANI2AT10t9M. CHANGS 
(School Principal. ?ocn) 



PART I 

Directions J Please circle the numbar in the column 
which most accurately reflects the 
degree to which you agree or disagree 
with each of the following statements 
about the organizational structure of 
the multiunit school, your school 
community, and your administrative role* 
The term "organizational structure" 
refers to both the unit organization 
.the Instructional Improvement committee 
(IIC) which exist at the school building 
level. The tern ''or9ani2ational struc- 
» ire of the multiu it school" will be 
abbreviated MUS-s* 

STRONGLY STROI'GLY 
AGREE DXSAbitEE 

!• The organisational fttructure 

of the multiunit school (MUS-B) has 
led to more effective instructional 
programming in my school* 

2. The initial results of the HUS-E 
were unrewarding in their effect 
on pupil learning. 

3« Z receive fctedback from the super*"* 
intendent ifi legard to my per- 
formance in working to set up the 
HOS-B. 

4. The multiunit inservice program was 
useful in helping me set up the 
MUS-lhin my school. 

5. vmen details of the MUS-E were first 
presented to mei the objectives of 

« the MUS«*E were clearly defined. 

6. The MUS-*E district coordinator was 
concerned with what I thought 
about the MUS<«E. 

7. The school district superintendent 
spent adequate time with me in 
helping me to mt up the MUS«»E. 

8. The residents of this school 
community are cosmopolitan 



2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 S 

2 3 4 S 

2 3 4 S 

2 3 4 S 
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^ STRONGLY STRONGLY 

AGREB t>IS»GHES 



9* The superintendent is informed 
about what is happening in 
education* 

10* The unit organization of the 
multlunit school has led to 
more children learning the 
basic skills in ny school* 

11* Residents of this school district 
are willing to pay for most edu«* 
cational programs* 

12* Teachers in my school approve of 
the MUS^E* 



13* 



14* 



15* 



16. 



17* 



18* 



19 < 



20* 



21. 



MUS-E* 

It was easy to adapt my adminlstra-* 
tive stylo to the MUS-B* 

Decisions about how to set up the 
MUS«>£ were made by each principal 
as well as by central office ad-* 
minis tra tors* 

The superintendent supported my 
efforts to set up the MUS^^^B* 

The MUS-E district coordinator pro- 
vided information about how to det up 
the MUS-E* 

There are many rules and procedures 
in thxs school district* 



1 must communicate with unit lea 
in my school to do my work* 



lers 



The unit organization is more 
effective than nolf-containod class* 
rooms in helping teachers deal with 
the individual learning needs and 
problems of children* 

ResiWnts of this school community 
are actively involved in schopJ^ 
activities* ^ 

The superintendent values my 
opinions about the educational, 
policies and programs in this 
school district*. 



2 
2 



2 

\ 2 



5 
S 
S 



5 
5 

5 
5 
5 
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STRONGLY 
AGREE 



STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 



22. Central offipc administrators in 
this school district approve of 
the MUS-E. 

23. It takes too much time to adapt 
to the MUS-E. 

24. Sufficient assistance was given to 
my school in working to sat up the 
NUS-E. 

25. The MUS-E district coordinator sup* 
ported efforts to set up the 

.-MUS-E. 

26. The superintendent was concerned 
with what I thought about the 
MUS-E. 

27. I have little freedom to control 
the events that influence my work. 

28. I must communicate with central 
office administrators in order 
to do my \ork. 

29. I can Influence the educational 
policies of this schopl district. 

30. The MUS-E has helped me to become 
a more effective instructional 
leader of my school. 

31. The parents in this school com- 
munity approve of the multiunit 
school. 

32. I was allowed little initiative 
in setting up the MUS-E. 

33. Materials and supplies which were 
necessary for setting up the (tUS-S 
were not supplied on time. 

34. The superintendent provided me with 
the necessary kinds of assistance 
for setting up. the MUS-E. 

35. District multiunit meetings were 
scheduled when problems w«ire 
encountered in 3etting up the MU8*E« 



2 
2 



2 
2 

2 
2 



2 

2 
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SiTRONGLY 
AGREB 



STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 



36* There are different kinds of 

jobs for each principal in this 
school districtv 

37* The superintendent is influential 
in setting policies in this s^-^hool 
district. 

38. The MUS-E has led to more children 
liking school. \ 

y 

39. The principles and components of the{ 
MOS-B are difficult to understand; 

40. I was adequately involved in 
helping to set up the MUS-E in my 
school. 

41. X was not kept well informed on 
the progress and actions taken by 
the central office in setting up 
the MUS-E in this school district. 

42. The MUS^E district coordinator spent 
adequate time with me in helping ma 
to set up the MUS-E. 

43. The superintendent and school board 
have conflicting expectations for 
my school's perfurmance. 

44. Sufficient funds have been made 
available to me for setting up 
the MUS-E in my school. 

45. The superintendent is persuasive in 
school district administrative 
meetings . ' 

46. I approve of the MUS-E. 

47. I like to work with other principals 
in this school district. 

48. Multiunit orientation workshops 
helped me to understand the 
principles and components of ths 
MUS-E. 

49. When details of the MUS-E were first 
presented to me, research findings 
about the effects of this structure 

in other schools wore not mentioned. 



2 
2 
2 



2 
2 



2 3 



/* 
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STRONGLY STRONGLY 
AGREE DISAGREE 



50. The MUS-E district coordinator 
provided mo with the necessary 
kinds of assistance for setting 
up the MUS-Br - 1 ? 3 

51 • The mperintendent approves of 

the MUS-B. 12 3 

52* The superintendent encourages 
me to work with outside MUS-E 
consultants or specialists. 1 2 3 

53* The superintendent holds me ac- 
countable for the educational 
achievement of children in my 
sohoolr .1 2 3 

54. In this school district there Is 
an effective local civil govern- 
ment*. 12 3 

55. The superintendent is active in 
professional meetings and con<* 
ferences outside this school 

district. 12 3 



PART II 



Directions t Please read the following statements 

and check those responses which reflect 
your situation. You may check more than 
one response for each statement* 



1. I am pleased with newt 

a. curricula 

■ ""^ b. teaching methods 

c. school procedures 

d. educational goals 

e. organizational structures 

f. none of the above 

2. Communiv'atlon between central office administrators and 
■ myself focuses ont 

a« concealing Information 

b. exchanging Information 

c. sharing problems 

d. generating nolutions to problems 
solving problems 
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3» Teaohera in my school cooperate .^ai-u^ 

a. exchanging information about^ teaching procedures 

^ b« developing teaching procedures 

c« selecting teaching procedures 

. d« implementing teaching procedures 

e. evaluating teaching procedures 
£• none of the above 



4« The MUS-B district coordinator meets with met 

a« once a week 

^^^^ h. once every two weeks 

c. once a month 

d. several times a year 
e« never 



S« X cooperate with central office administrators int 

a« exchanging information about school district 
programs 

b« developing school district programs 

c^ selecting school district programs 

d« implen;enting school district programs 

e« evaluating school district programs 

^ f ♦ none of the above 

6« In this school district^ I have the opportunity to 
participate in decisipn making int 

a« the development of new school curricula 
b« the development of new school procedures 
^ c. the adoption of new school programs 
d. the development of new school 'listrict : c,licies 
e« the adoption of new school district prcYxams 
f • none of the above 



7« Rules and procedures are specified fort 

a« school district activities 

b. school activities 

c« unit activities 
. d. individual teaching activities 
j e« stud<3r.t activities 
! fv^^none ot the above 
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8t In this school district r I participate in decision making byi 

. a. exchanging information 
^^^^ h. developing solutions to problems 
selecting solutions to problems 
^ d« implementing solutions to problems 
. e. evaluating solutions to problems 

9. I talk with the superintendent about specific aspects of 
my job about I ' 

a. an hour or more a week • 

b. thirty minutes a week 

' c. fifteen minutes a week 
d« ten minutes a week 
d. five minutes or less h weak 

•* 

10. I was* adequately involved in setting up the MUS«*B 
in determining s 

a. the process for setting up the MOS-E 

b. the objectives of the MUS-E 

c« solutions to problems encountered in sotting 

up the MUS-E 
d# the use of curricular materials and work 

arrangements for my school 

a. my role in setting up the MUS-B 
' £• none of the above 

11« I am willing to experiment with newt 

' a# curricula 

b. teaching methods 

c. school procedures 
^ d« educational goals 

_ e. organizational structures 
t. none of the above 

12 # The superintendent encourages principals to experiment 
with news 

a. curricula 

b. teaching methods 

c. school procedures 
d« educational goals 

a. organizational structures 
f« none of the above 
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13 • In this school, I have the services of the following 
profestiionals for at least one day a month. 

a school psychologist 
a multiunit consultant or specialist 
an elementary curriculum specialist 
a testing specialist 
a clinical psychologist 
none of ttte above 



14 « In this school, I have the services of the follovrlng 
professionals for at least one day a week. 

' ♦ 

a. a school nurses 

^ b. a home-school 'coordinator 

c* a reading specialist 

d. a special education teacher 

^ e« an assistant principal 

^ f • none of the above 



PART III 

Directions $ Please supply the following informal 
tion in the space provided* 



1. Name of School Districts _ 

2. Highest level of formal educational trainings 

3« Years of teaching experience in this school districts 

4* Years of total teaching experiences 

5. Years of administrative experience in this school districts 

6. Years of total administrative experiences 

7. Five ^ars from now, I would like to bes (Ple:*^ 
check off your response «) 

a« a principal 

^^^^ h. a central office administrator 

c. a superintendent 

d. teaching in a college 

0. working in a field other than education 
£• Others (Please specify) 
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QUSSTIONNAIRE ON ORGANIZATIONAXi CHANGE 
(District Coordinator Form) 



PART I 

Directions V Please circle the number in the colvimn 
which most accurately reflects the 
degree to which you agree or disagree 
with each of the following statements 
about the organizational structure of 
the multiunit school or schools in 
your school district, your school 
district community, &nd your adminititra- 
tive role. The term "organizational struc- 
ture" refers to both the unit organization and 
the Instructional Improvement Committee (IIC) 
which exist at the school building level. 
" " The term "organizational structure of the 
multiunit school" will be abbreviated MUS-E. 

• 

STROtlGLY STROnOLY 
A6BBB DISAGREE 



1. The organizational structure of ^ • 
the multiunit school or schools 

(MUS-E) in my school district 
has led to more effective in- 
structional programming. 1 2 3 4 S ^^.^ 

2. The superintendent approves of . 

the MUS-E. I 2 3 4 5 . 



3. The initial results of the HOS-E 
were unrewarding in their effect ■ 

on pupil learning. ] 

4. I receive feedback from the super- 
intendent in regard to 'my performance 
in working to set up the MUS-E in 
school (s) in this schqol district. : 

5. Residents of this school district 
are willing to pay for most edu- 
cational programs. 

6* The multiunit inservice program 
was useful in helping principals 
and teachers set up the MUS-E. 

7. When details of the MUS-E were first 
presented to the school district 
staff, the objectives of the MUS-E 
were clearly defined. 
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STRONQLV 
AGREE 



8. The superintendent was con- 
cerned with what I thought 
about the MUS-E, 

9. Residents of this school district 
are actively involved in school 
district activities. 

10* School district administrative 
meetings are scheduled often 
enough to deal with problems 
which occur in this school dis- 
trict. 

11. The superintendent is informed 
about what is happening in edu- 
cation* 

12« The unit organization of the 
multiunit school has led to 
more children learning the 
basic skills, 

13. The residents of this school 
district are cosmopolitan* 

14* The personnel in this school 
district approve of the MUS-E. 

15. It was easy for schools to adapt 
to the MUS-E. 

16* Decisions about how to set up the 
MUS-E in schools in this school 
district were madi* by me as well as 
by the superintendent. 

17. The adoption of the HJS-B in this 
school district has presented col- 
lective bargaining problems with 
the local teacher association. 

18. The superintendent has supported my 
efforts to help principals and 
teachers adapt to the MUS-E. 

19. There are many rules and procedures 
in this shool district. 



STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 



4 S 



3 4- 5 



3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 



S 
S 
5 
S 



S 
S 
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20 • I must communicate with othor 
members of tho central office 
8taff to do my work. 

21 • The superintendent values my 
opinions about the educational 
policies and programs in this 
school district. 

22 • The unit organization is more 
» effective than self-contained 
classrooms in helping teachers 
deal with the individual learning 
needs and problems of children. 

23. The residents of this school t . _ 
district approve of the multi^ 
unit school. 

24* It takes too much time to adapt 
to the MUS^E. 

25# Sufficient assistance was given 
to those schools in this 
school district working to set 
« up the MUS-»E. 

26. . The superintendent provided me with 
information about how to help 
schools set up the MUS-B. 

27. I have little freedom to control 
the events that influence my work. 

28. I must communicate with the super* 
intendent in order to do my work. 

29. I can influence the educational 
policies of the school distriot. 

30« The MUS-G has helped teachers to 
^ become more effective teachers. 

31. 1 was allowed little initiative 
in helping schools in this school 
district sot up the MUS-E. 

32. The superintendent provided me with 
the necessary kinds of assistance 
for helping schools set up the 
MUS^fi. 

33. I approve of the MUS-E. 
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STRONGLY STRONGLY 
AGREE DISAGREE 

34. District MUS-E meetings were 
scheduled when district problems 
were encountered in setting up 

the MUS-E. 12 3 4 5 

35. The MUS-E has helped administrators 
to become more effective adminis- 
trators. 1 2 3 4 5 

36. The superintendent is influential 
in satting policies in this school 

district. 12 3 4 5 

37. The MUS-E has led to more children 

liking school. 12 3 4 5. 

38. I can influence the specific edu- 
cational program of schools in 

which I work. 1 2 3 4 5 

39. The principles and components of 
the l^S-E are difficult to under- 
stand. 1 2 3 4 5 

40. I was adequately involved in 
setting up the MUS-E in schools 

in this school district. 12 3 4 5 

41. I was not kept well informed on 
the progress and actions taken 
by those schools in this school 
district which were setting up 

the MUS-E. 1 2 3 4 5 

42. The superintendent spent ade- 
quate time with me in helping 
roe to assist schools which 

were setting up the MUS-E. 1 2 3 4 5 

43. The superintendent encourages 

me to work with outside multiunit 
consultcuits or specialists coming 

into the school district. 12 3 4 5 

44« Sufficient funds have been made 
available to those schools in 
this school district which are 

setting up the MUS*E« 1 2 3 4 S 
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STRONGLY STRONGLY 
AGRBB DISAGREE 



45* The superintendent and school board 
have conflicting expectations for 
the performance of multiunit schools 
in this school district. 1 

46. I like to work with principals in 

the multiunit schools in this school 
district. 1 . 

47 « The superintendent is persuasive 

in district staff meetings. 1 

48. Multiunit orientation workshops 
helped me to understand the 
principles and components of the 
HOS-E. 1 

49. When details of the MOS-E wore 
first presented to the school dis- 
trict staff, research findings 
about the effects of this struc- 
ture in other schools were not 
mentioned. 

50. The superintendent holds me 
accountable for the educational 
achievement of children in this 
school district. 1 

51. In this school district there is 
an effective local civil govern- 
ment. 1 

52. The superintendent is active in pro- 
fessional meetings and conferences 
outside this school district. 1 

53. 1 must communicate with school 
principals to do my work. 1 



PART II 

Directions} Please read the following statements 

and oheck those responses which reflect 
your situation. You may check more 
than one response for each statement. 

1. I am pleased with newt 

a. curricula 

b. teaching methods 
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c. school procedures 

d. educational goals 

e. organizational structures 
f« none of the above . 



2« Cominunication between central office staff and 
principals focuses ont 

■ a« concealing information 
" b« exchanging information 
^ c* sharing problems 

generating solutions to problems 
0« solving problems 

3« Central office staff and principals cooperate ini 

^^^^ a« exchanging information about school programs 

b« developing school programs 

c. selecting school programs 

d. implementing school programs 
' e# evaluating-^chool programs 

f. none of the above 



4. Coimnunicaticn between central office staff and the 
superintendent focuses ont 

a« concealing information 

b. exchanging information 

^^^^ c. sharing problems 

d. generating solutions to problems 
e« solving problems 

5. In this school district I have the opportunity to 
participate in decision making Ln% 

a. the development of new curricula 

^ b. the development of new school procedures 

^^^^ c. the adoption of new school programs 

. d« the development of new school dis' rict programs 

e. tHo adoption of hew school district programs 
f • none of the above 



6« Rules and procedures are specified fort 

a« school district activities 

^^^^ b« school activities 

c. unit activities 
d. individual teacher activities 
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e. student activities 
t, none of the above 

7, In this school district I participate in decision 
making byt 

a. exchanging information 

b, developing solutions to problems 
0, selecting solutions to problems 

~* d. implementing solutions- to problems 
«, evaluating solutions to problems 

8, The superintendent meets with me to discuss specific 
aspects of my job aboutt 

a. an hour a week or more 

b. thirty minutes a week 

c. fifteen minutes a week 

d. ten minutes a week 

~ ; five minutes or less a week 

9, I was adequately involved in setting up the MUS-E 
in determining t . 

a. the process for setting up the MOS-B 

b. the objectives for the MUS-B 

""•^ c. solutions to problems encountered in setting 
up the MJS-B 

the use of curricular materials and work 

arrangements for the MUS-E schools 

e. my role in setting up the MUS-E 

f . none of the above 

10, I am willing to experiment with newt 

a. curricula 

b. teaching methods 

c. school procedures 

d. educational goals 

"* e. organizational structures 
f , none of the above 

11, The superintendent encourages central office staff 
members to experiment with newt 

a. curricula 
*■ b. teaching methods 
c. school procedures 



303 



BEST con AVAIL 



293 



d. educational goals 

e« organizational structures 

£• none of the above 

12. In this school district, we have the servicoj of the 
following full-time professionals! 

a. testing specialists 

b. researnh and development specialists 

c. subject specialists 

d. subject supervisors 

e« home-school coordinators 
£• AV specialists 

13* In this school district, we have the services of the 
following full-time professionals! 

a. social workers 
„^ b* medical specialists 
c« school psychologists 
d. guidance counselors 
e« multiunit consultants 
£. clinical psychologists 

PART III 

Directions! Please supply the following informa- 
tion in the space provided, 

1. Name of school district! 

2« Highest level of formal educational training! 

3* Years of teaching experience in this school district! 

4. years of total teaching experience! 

S* Years of administrative experience in this school district! 

6. Years of total administrative experience! 

7. Five years from now I would like to be! (Check off 
your response.) 

^^^^ a* a principal 

b* a central office administrator 

c. a superintendent 

d. teaching in a college 

_ e. working in a field other than education 
f« Others (Please specify*) 

3t»4 
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QUCSTIONNAIRB ON ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE 
(Superintondont Form) 



PART I 

Directions I Please circle the number in the column 
which, most accurately reflects the 
degree to which you agree or disagree 
with each of the following statements 
about the organisational structure of 
the multiunit school or schools in 
your school district^ your school dis-* 
trict community I and your administrative 
role# The term '•organisational struc- 
ture^ refers to both the unit organiza-^ 
tion and the Instructional Improvement 
Committee (IIC) which exist at. the 
school building level. The term ^organi« 
sational structure of the multiunit 
school^ will be abbreviated MUS'-E* 

• 

STRONGLY STRONGLY 
AGREE DISAGREE 

!• The organizational structure of 
the multiunit school (MUS-E) has 
led to more effective instruc- 
tional programming* 

2« The school board members approve of 
the MUS-E. 

3* Residents of this school district 
are willing to pay for most edu- 
cational programs. 

4* The initial results of the MUS-B 
were unrewarding in their effect 
on pupil learning. 

5* The multiunit inservlce program was 
useful in helping schools set up 
the MUS-E. 

6. When details of the MUS-E were 
' first presented to me^ the ob- 
jectives of the MUS-B were 
clearly defined. 

7* The residents of this school district 
«r« cosmopolitan. 



2 
2 

2 

2 

2 

2 
2 
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STRONGLY STRONGLY 
AOREB DISA6REB 

8* The unit organization of the multi- 
unit school has led to more children 
learning the basic skills. 1 2 3 4 S 

9* The adoption of MUS-E In this 
school district has prosontod 
collective bargaining problems 
with the local teacher associ- 
ation* 1 2 3 4 5 

10«. Residents of this school district 
are actively involved in school 

district activities, 1 2 3 4 S 

II* The personnel in this school dis- 
trict approve of the M(JS-E« 1 2 3 4 5 

12 • It wasHsasy for schools in this 
school district to set up the 

MUS-B. 1 2 3 4 S 

13* There are many rules and procedures 

in this school district* 1 2 3 4 5 

14* 1 must communicate with members 

of my staff to do my work* 12 3 4 5 

15* The unit organization is more 
effective than self-contained 
classrooms in helping teachers 
deal with the individual learning 

needs and problems of children* 1 2' 3 4 5 

16* The residents of this school district 

approve of the multiunit school* 12 3 4 5 

17* It takes too much time for schools 

to set up the MUS-E* 12 3 4 5 

18 « Sufficient assistance was given to 
schools in this school district 

which were setting up the MOS-*E« 1 2 3 4 S 

19 # I have little freedom to control 

the events that influence my work* 1 2 3 4 5 

20 • I must communicate with the school 

board members to do my work* 1 2 3 4 S 



31*6 



I 

i o 

JERIC 



296 



22. 
23. 

24. 

2S. 

27. 
28. 



29« 



30. 



31. 



32. 



33. 



34. 



CJ0 



STRONOLY 
AGREE 



21. The MUS-E has helped teachers become 



more effective teachers. 

I approve of the MUS-E. 

I was allowed little initiative in 
helping schools sot up the :*^tS-B. 

The KJS-E has led to more children 
liking school. 



1 
I 

1 

1 



The principles and components of the 
NUS-E are difficult to understand. 1 

The MUS-E has helped principals 
become more effective administrators.! 

I was adequately involved in help- 
ing to set up the MUS-E in schools . * . 
in my school district. 1 

X was' not kept well informed on 

the progress and actions taken 

by those schools in this school 

district working to set up the 

MUS-E. 1 

The residents of this school dis- 
trict and members of the school 
board have conflicting expectations 
for the performance of a multiunit 
school. 1 

When details of the MUS-E were first 
presented to me, research findings 
about the effects of this structure 
in other schools were not mentioned. 1 

Sufficient funds have been made 
available to those schools in my 
school district which are setting 
up the MUS-E. 1 

The school board holds me account- 
abl'i for the educational achieve- 
ment of children in this school 
district. 1 



In this school district, there 
is an effective local civil 
government. 

I must communicate with school 
principals to do my work. 



1 
1 
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2 

2 

2 

2 

2 



2 
2 



3 
3 

3 

3 

3 

3 



3 
3 



STRONGLY 
0I8AQREB 



4 
4 

4 

4 

4 
4 



S 
5 

S 

S 

S 

S 



3 4 S 



4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 9 

4 5 

4 S 
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PART II 

Directions I Pleasa road the following statamonts 

and check those responses which reflect 
your situation* You may check more 
than one response for each statement* 

!• Z am pleased with news 

a* curricula 

b* teaching methods 

c« school procedures 

^^^^ d« educational <palt^ 

e* organizational structures 

f. none of the above 



2« Communication between the. district staff and myself 
focuses on I 

a* concealing information 
b« exchanging information 
sharing problems 
. d* generating solutions to problems 
e« solving problems 



3« My district staff and I cooperate ini 

a* exchanging information about school district 
policies 

b* developing school district policies 

c* selecting school district policies 

d« implementing school district policies 

_ , e« evaluating school district policies 

f • none of the above 



4* ^Communication between the school board and myself 
focuses on I 

_. a« concealing information 
^^^^ b« exchanging information 
^ c. sharing problems 

d« generating solutions to problems 

e* solving problems 



5* Rules iind procedures are specified fors 

a* school district activiicies 

h. school Activities 

c. unit activities 

d« individual teacher activities 

e» student activities 

ft none of the above 
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6# I talk with school board members about$ 

^ a« an hour or more a week 
b« thirty minutes a week 
c# fifteen minutes a week 
d. ten minutes a week 
e» five minutes or less a week 



I am willing to experiment with newt 

a« curricula 

b* teaching methods 

c» school procedures 

_ d. educational goals 

€. organizational structures 

£• none of the above 

8^ In this school district, we have the services of the 
following £ull«»time professionals! 

a« testing specialists 

b# research and development specialists 

c# subject supervisors 

d. subject specialists 

6« home-school coordinators- 

"~ t. AV specialists 



9* In this school district, we have the services of the 
following full-^time professionals! 

a» social workers 

b* medical specialists 

^^^^ c# school psychologists 

d. guidance counselors 
^^^^ muitiunit consultants 
f • clinical psychologists 
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PART III 

Directions* Please supply the following information 
in the space provided* 



1* Name of school districts 

2. Highest level of formal educational trainings 

3. Years of teaching experience in this school districts 
4* Years of total teaching experiences 

5. Years of administrative experience in this school 
districts 

6. Years of total administrative experiences 

7« Five years from now I would like to bes (Check off 
your Response,) 

»• superintendent 

b* teaching in a college 

c, an administrator in a college 

d, working in a field other than education 
9, Other: (Please specify,) 
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APPENDIX M 

IMPLICATIONS FOR THE INSTITUTIONALIZATION 
OP PLANNED CHANGE PROGRAMS 
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In earlier sections of this study, implications from 
the findings woro drawn for application to the institution- 
lization of MUS~E, to change literature, and to areas of 
needed further research. However, since the initial readers 
of this sLudy thought that more could be said about the 
nature of institutionalization in general, additional 
guidelines? for the institutionalization of educational 
changes in particular and planned changes in general will 
be presented in this section* The guidelines which are 
presented do not necessarily reflect the nature of the 
specific findings, rather they represent the researcher's 
own inferences and abstractions from the findings. 

Before the guidelines are presented, a framework needs 
to be provided for viewing change in education**."' organi- 
zations as compared to change in non-educational oiganiza- 
tions. Although this framework is valuable for orientation 
to educational change, it is by no means absolute in its 
separation of organizations. In fact, for change programs 
to be successfully institutionalized, it is more important 
to view the unique situation in each organization rather 
than view the situation from an a priori framework. 

In general, there are four basic characteristics 
unique to educational and other service organizations. 
Each of these characteristics affects the change effort. 



313 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



The first unique characteristic of educational oi-cjani- 
zations is that thero is loss spocialik'.ation and 
differentiation between individuals in educational 
' organizations than in other organizations. In those former 
organizations, thero arc throe ma jqr groups (teachers, 
principals and superintendents, and supportive staff 
roombors), while in other organizations thero are usually 
more varied groups; of specialists, technical experts, 
and middle managers. Since there are fewer functional 
groups in education and since these groups assume roles 
as "generalists" in the process of education, when any 
change is made in the organizational proceduroi: .r.d pro- 
gram, roost of the individuals in the organization are 
subsequently affected. (This is unlike other organiza- 
tions, where most changes affect fewer individuals in 
the organization at any one time.) For this reason, 
individuals in educational organization may have to be 
involved in more of the changes than individuals in morc^ 
differentiated and specialized organizations. To deal 
with this, organizational development in schools and school 
districts noods to focus on the development of a change 
environment for the entire organization, rather than for 
departments or components within the organization. The 
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OD effort in educational orcjani;?ations will gpnorally 
roquiro more effort, investment in time and resources, 
and individual involvement than OD, in other organi- 
zations. 

The second unique characteristic of educational 
organizations is that there is less formalization and 
specification of prescribed standard behavior in educational 
organizations than in other organizations. Unlike other 
organizations whore tasks are more defined and performance 
is more prescribed, tasks and performance in educational 
organizations are not easily described or measured and 
individual teachers are still autonomous within their 
classroom. Although there is justification for assuming 
that (because of this) there is loss rigidity and less 
observance of standard operating procedures in educational 
organizations than in other organizations; actually, this 
is not the case. There is probably more rifjidity and 
more observance of traditional practices in educational 
organizations than in other organizations because individuals 
in the former organizations need security in their roles 
and self developed role practices are more restrictive than 
organizationally developed practices when organizations 
undergo change. For this reason, when changes are made 
in educational organizations, more attention needs to be 
given to the encouragomcnt and support of individuals working 
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with the change than ib Roocleci with individuals in other 
orgcini f;ations. 

The third unique characteristic of educational 
organizations is that there is less centralization of ' 
decision-making in educational organizations than in 
other organizations. Since individuals (teachers) in 
educational organizations (unlike individuals in other 
organizations) make most of their own decisions about 
their roles; changes in educational organizations need 
to automatically involve the individual in the decision- 
making process in order to- gain initial acceptance and 
later institutionalization of the change. This does 

have to be the case in bther organizations 
whore individuals are not involved in making their own 
decisions about their roles. 

The fourth unique characteristic of educational 
organizations is that there is usually less agreement on 
specific goals and objectives of the organization than 
in other organizations. Since many divergent groups 
(teachers, administrators, students, parents, society, 
etc.) both inside and outside the organization comprise 
the educational community, demands and counter-demands 
for differing objectives are common. For tJiis reason 
(and unlike other organizations where demands for differi 
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goals aro more o:isily dealt with), time has to bo set 
aside for inter-cjroup and intra-group meetings within 
the organizational community to gain consensus and/or 
greater definition of the goals of the organization 
before changes can be introduced into educational 
organizations. When this is attained, change programs 
can be developed in relation to these newly desciibod 
goals. 3ince other organizations usually have defined 
goals before changes aro introduced, less time has to be 
spent in developing the appropriate environment for change. 

Having viewed the unique situation in educatj >nal 
organizations, it is: now possible to set up guidelines common 
to tlie institutionalization of change in all organizations. 
For simplicity, the referent points used in the guidelines 
will relate to individuals as users and administrators of 
the change, support personnel involved in the change process, 
and agents of change. Users, administrators, support 
personnel, and agents of change exist in all organizations. 

in general, there are certain types of organizations 
where change is more likely to bo undertaken. Pir&t, since 
the original decision to adopt change is made by only a few 
individuals in the higher echelon of an organization, 
organizations hoadcl by individuals who are influential 
opinion leaders and/or aware of and influenced by the 
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current advancGs in thoir fiolU aro nioro likely to under- 
take a change than organizations without these individuals. 
Second, organisations v/hich are composed of cosmopolitan 
individuals (or influenced by the same as in cosmopolitan 
communities affecting educational organizations) , have 
slack or available resources, and have an organisational 
hierarchy where communication channels are open and used 
are more likely to undertake changes than organizations 
without these characteristics. 

When the decision to adopt has been made, information 
about the change has to be presented to the orc^^izational 
members. This is probably the singly most important part 
of the institutionalization process, since orientation to 
the change program loads to an individual's initial 
acceptance or rejection of the change. To set up an 
"adequate" orientation environment (to assure the positive 
acceptance of the change), six steps need to be followed. 
First, cime needs to be set aside for the proper introduction 
Of the change. Formal orientation workshops, organizational 
meetings, and in-service seminars need to be planned for 
and organized for the orientation phase and afterwards. 
Second, the change needs to be packaged and presented so 
that it is easily understood, easily roforonced and related 
to performance results in other similar organizations, and 
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easily soon as po£;so.s}Jing hpccil'ic operational objectives. 
If thia is Uono properly, the relative advantage? of the 
change program (the tsinglu moat important attribute of 
a change's acceptance) can be visible. Third, the 
supportive services and resources available to the 
institutionalivsation effort need to be identified, obtained, 
and confirmed so that users of tlio change will see that 
their efforts in the change process will bo supported. 
Fourth, the requirements for each individual in the 
institutionalization process and the change in each indi- 
vidual's role after the change is institutionalized have 
to bo described. These last two steps relate to the 
second most important attribute affecting the acceptance of 
a change - whether the individual perceives that it will 
be realistically easy to institutionalize the change program 
and relatively unthreatening to bis role afterwards. Fifth, 
the acceptance and support of the users' immediate uupor- 
visors for the change program and change process need to be 
acknowledged and proclaimed so that the users of the change 
will be inclined to undertake the change effort (since their 
supervisor seems to be interested in their doing so) . Sixth, 
the specific roles and relationr-^hips of the users, admin- 
istratora, support personnel, and agents of change need to 
bo clciirly and specifically described for each individual 
likely to be involved in the change program and change pro- 
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coss. Tf thin happens, each individual v/ill know what 
to expoct in the process of institutionalization, what he 
will bo accountable for in the change program, and how he 
is to relate to others during and after the change activity. 
At this time, formal mechanisms need to be sot up so that 
users (through in-service programs) and the others 
(through continuing training programs) can assume their 
new required roles more effectively. 

After the change is introduced into the organization, 
five support steps need to be followed. First, the suppor- 
tive services need to be produced and made readily avail- 
able to supplement the efforts of the users' to 
adapt to the change. This step is more important in the 
initial phases of the institutionalization process since 
in this phase personal investiture and identification with 
the change may be less internalized. In later phases of 
the process, the individual can accept more responsibility 
and less support for the change effort, since he is 
likely, to be more committed to the change program. Second, 
the adi inistrators must make sure that the organization's 
communication channels are freely and frequently used so 
that information about the change process is transferred 
throughout the organization. Particularly important is 
communication at the level of users involved in the process 
of chonge. Feedback, also, is important at the level of 
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the tidiuintstrator who is incUrootly involved in tho 
change activity. In order for tho conununication channoli; 
to bo iu5cd of loctivfly, admin.ii.'.tratorr> need to provide 
rewards (encouragaraont, example sotting, verbal praise, 
ajid publicity) for their use. If information channels 
are used, individuals can have adequate information to 
deal with problems in tho institutionalization of the 
change program when they occur, not after they have 
become dysfunctional to the organization. Third, rules 
and standard operating procedures need to be relaxed within 
the particular segment (department, unit, school) under ~ 
going the change process so that creative and varied 
approaches and experiments with the change program are 
promoted. At tho same time, rules and standard operating 
procedures need to be maintained at the support level of 
the organization, since they are less directly involved 
with the change process and still need to provide continued 
change support. Fourth, the roles assumed by tin- ag'.Mjtt; 
of change have to be integrated and their cont<.ct witli the 
users of the change have to be frequent, and indi vidua 11 iiod , 
This is possible if tho varied agents of change (technical 
consultant, process consultant, organizational researcher, 
ana administrator) are properly selected initially and 

adequately trained to develop and use a repertoire of 
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io^pon;...n; 1... uiiiquo ovoni.^;, prob-loms, ami iiraivj.dual 
rc;:.poiidoiit ty,K..;i. T.m , in.il uj jiioduLor.; fe.lalod to problem 
solvihcj tuchnujiios, iiuivian rulcit:i otis , and porsonal. boliavior 
UKKk.H can bo u.snd in the trainin<j of the agents. Probloms 
llKely to bo cncountorod in tbo instiUitionali;^atior effort 
aood^ to be cataJoguod by the support -rroup in the or<w.nx- 
liation and'L^iG aqents should havo foLmaily dofiux!! t:.rnc.'.; 
tor yc-tting toqothor (as a te^m) to deal with .soiuticnc 
CO ih^s>.: pr.oblomu. Teamii of agenta will be potentially 
more oPfoctive in dealing with problems than indiv..aual 
agcnln ^^inco teams are less threatening and more influ- 
c-ntia] it., convinc-inq individual users and adminip tratoi .^u 
to w(»rk with the change program. Fifth, the individual 
user has to "feel" that he is adequately involved I'.n the 
change process so that hc/sho is inwardly encouraged 
CO make the extra effort required in the change process. 
For this to happen, in- service mooting^ and proor-'mr 
have to be forma].1«/ established tliroughouL tht- procor;.! ^ 
of chcUKie. riiroughout the change effort, the top 
QdministL-ators, GUt>porU personnel, and agentr; of chang- 
have to ho kept informed of the dcmandc. of the ch.-mge 
program and the middle adminictratots oiK" ii-:ery n^-ed 
to be directly involved in docision-makinir and polioy- 
making about the eiiange process and ch.mgo j.rodram. 
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